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G A IL JE F F E R S O N  
The Abominable N e?
An Exploration o f  Post-Response Pursuit o f  Response
I. The Abom inable Ne?-. Post-Response-Initiation Response- 
Solicitation
In 1978  Jö rg  B ergm ann o f  th e  U niversity  o f  K o nstanz cam e to  w ork  
in C alifornia an d  b ro u g h t w ith  h im  som e tap es  an d  tran sc rip ts  o f  G erm an  
conversation . O ne o f  th e  tap es  was an  in tak e  in terv iew  b e tw een  a psy­
ch iatrist, a can d ida te  p a tien t, an d  h e r husband . We w o rk ed  to g e th e r  on  
a segm ent o f  th a t  tap e , in th e  course o f  w h ich  I n o tic ed  a p hen o m en o n  
w hich s tru ck  m e as very  odd . A  R esponse S o lic ita tio n , N e ?, rough ly  
tran sla ted  as R ight? , o ccu rred  (1) well a f te r  co m p le tio n  o f  th e  u t te r ­
ance to  w hich it  m igh t be long  as a Tag Q u estion , an d  (2 ) in th e  course 
o f  a co p a rtic ip a n t’s ta lk . Follow ing  is a fragm en t o f  B ergm ann’s orig inal 
tran sc rip t, and a very  free  tran sla tion .
( l . l .a .)  [Br.Prl.2.]
N9=datt hat ji m i’ dem
eijintlich rn G laub’n gar nischt zu tun wenn ich den ganz'n 
~ Ja :a : :
Tach von morijens bis: a:ms auch noch in de’ Nacht 
C)
(jp ) dort k n iq je  und be(i)te,
Lj a natiir- -J 
Ja:. ja rich  hab- "|
Lund machJ da Schbirre.nsgiss=
=Was heisst ich knie’e und j-be(i)te
C)
Frau B.: E-mein G ott iss j ’auch imma bei mia=
( l . l .b )  [Free translation]
Herr B.: I t has nothing a t all to  do with real belief if all
day Jong from morning to  evening and through the night 
Ohh) rl kneel and pray.
L< )
Herr B. 
Herr B. 
Frau B. 
Herr B.
Herr B. 
Frau B. 
Frau B. 
Herr B 
Frau B. 
Herr B.
Frau B. 
Frau B. 
Herr B. 
Frau B. 
Herr B. 
Frau B.
Yea^h, w ellrl have ( )
Land make a nui::sance.= 
=Whuddiyuh mean I kneel an rdpray.
e-my God is always with me
Height?
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My in tu itiv e  sense o f such an ob jec t as R ig h t? was th a t it belongs 
d irec tly  app end ed  to  an  u tte ran ce , as a Tag Q uestion :
(1.2) [BC:I V : B:9]
B.C.: because he’s too cotton pickin ]azy, to take advantage
—► of them . Right?
Caller: Ri:ght.
or, if it occurs a t  som e d istance  fro m  th a t  u tte ran ce , th e n  th e re  has been 
a silence; i.e., a p rio r speaker is so liciting a response w hich has so far 
been slow in com ing.
(1.3) [Agorio: 126]
Lorenz: because (•) we are no t going to be here untih- til ten
fifteen or something like that.
■* (1.3)
Lorenz: -> Rhght?
(0.4)
Vera: Right.
B ut in F rag m en t (1 .1 ) th e  o b jec t occurs ne ith e r d irec tly  app end ed  to  
its u tte ran ce , no r a f te r  som e silence has elapsed. It appears to  be 
soliciting a response w hen, in fac t, rec ip ien t has s ta rted  to  respond ; in 
effect, ignoring rec ip ien t’s talk .
T he p ro d u c tio n  o f  a R esponse S o lic ita tion , p o s t-in itia tio n  o f R esponse 
s tru ck  m e as a pa rticu larly  nasty  device w hereby  a p rio r speaker m ight 
a tte m p t to  co u n ter, override, in te rru p t, an  ‘u n fav o rab le’ response. It 
s tru ck  m e n o t on ly  as nasty , b u t as alien; som eth ing  we A m ericans 
sim ply do n o t do , and  ju s t th e  so rt o f th ing  th e  A ryan  m en ta lity  w ould  
devise.
T here  was, o f course, th e  possib ility  th a t  th is  (ab)use o f th e  R esponse 
S o lic ita tion  was a qu irk  o f  th is  p a rticu la r speaker. B ergm ann decided 
to  go th ro u g h  his co llec tion  o f  conversations to  see if he could  find  
an y  o th e r  instances. As it tu rn e d  o u t, he d id  n o t  have very  fa r to  go.
This sam e in tak e  in terview  op ens w ith  an  instance  o f a R esponse Soli­
c ita tio n  (in  th is  case, I s ’das z u tr e ffe n d ? , rough ly  tran s la te d  as Is th a t  
correct?), w hich occurs p ost-in itia tio n  o f R esponse. H ere it is used by 
th e  in terview ing p sy ch ia tris t as a co u n te r to  an  unfavorab le  response 
by  th e  cand ida te  p a tien t. Follow ing  is B ergm ann’s original transcrip t, 
and a very  free  tran sla tio n .
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(1.4.a) [Br.Prl.2.1.r]
Dr. F.: ( ) grad Nachricht, (0.8) ( Ihnen) nich
ganz gut gu:t geht 
Frau B.: J a : : also das ist rdann die Ansicht
Dr. F.: -*■ *-Is’{jas zutreffen-W
Frau B.: dess Herrn Doktor Hollmann
Dr. F .: A ria
Frau B.: Lalso meine ist es nicht
Dr. F.: Ihre isses n ich rt
Frau B.: “-Njej.ii
(1.4.b) [Free translation]
Dr. F.: ( ) I understand (0.8) ( ) th a t you’re
not feeling very well.
Frau B.: Y ea::h well th a t is r t  h e opinion-i
Dr. F .: -y  Ms th a t correc-l t?
Frau B.: of Doctor Hollmann
Dr. F.: Uh fhuh
Frau B.: Lbut it isn’t  mine.
Dr. F.: I t isn’t  yourrs
Frau B.: '-N0 .
A n d  again, fo r  th is  ty p e  o f  R esponse S olic ita tion , m y  in tu itio n  as to  its 
p ro p er p lacem ent w as th a t  it be longed  e ith er in Tag p o sitio n  o r  p o s t­
gap position , b o th  o f  w h ich  are  instanced  in th e  fo llow ing  fragm ent.
(1.5) [OU :45:2B :JPD]
Counsel: No:W (0.7) February fo u rtee n th  of nineteen seventy
five you were (0.3) you were down at th- in Boston.
-> Is th a t (•) is th a t right?
Witness: Ye^s,
Counsel: A nd you w ent to a:: u h (1 .0 )e h :: you w ent to  a ba:r
in Boston.
-*• (0.4)
C ounsel: -*■ Is th a t correct?
(1.2 )
Witness: I t’s a club
T h e discovery o f a n o th e r  in stance  o f a P ost-R esp onse-In itia tion  R es­
ponse S o lic ita tion  b y  a  d iffe ren t speaker (i.e ., F ragm en t 1 .4), ind icated  
th a t  th is  device was n o t  ju s t a q u irk  o f  one p a rticu la r speaker. Given 
th a t  I w as p rep a red  to  tr e a t  it as a qu irk  o f  an  en tire  cu ltu re , it  becam e 
in cu m b en t u p o n  m e to  see if, in fac t, we A m ericans never do  such a 
th ing . T his g en era ted  a search  th ro u g h  som e 5 ,000  pages o f  transcribed  
conversations, look ing  fo r  R esponse S o lic ita tio ns a t  a d istance  fro m  
th e ir  u tte ra n ce , s ta rting  u p  in th e  course o f  a re c ip ien t’s ta lk . T he search 
tu rn e d  u p  th ree  s tro n g  cand ida te  instances, one  exq u is ite ly  am biguous
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candida te  in stance , and  a range o f  re la ted  ph enom ena. Follow ing  are 
th e  fo u r A m erican  cand ida te  instances o f  th e  A bom inab le  N e ?.
In F ragm en t (1 .6 ), Jam es is th e  su p e rin te n d en t o f an  ap a rtm en t build ing 
w here som eone has dam aged th e  f ro n t do o r. A p p aren tly  one o f  th e  
ten an ts  is responsib le  fo r  th e  dam age. M ike an d  V ic k no w  w ho he is, 
b u t do  n o t kno w  his nam e. T h ey  are o ffering  descrip tio ns fro m  w hich 
Jam es is try ing  to  id en tify  th e  m an. T h e fragm en t s ta rts  u p  a t  a p o in t 
w here Jam es has ju s t m ade an  N th  a t te m p t to  id e n tify  th e  m an.
(1.6) [Frankel:US:I:63]
Mike: I t’s the jjuy with the bicycles. Him and his wife they
go two bicycles the grey haired felpow ,
James: '-Well he musta got
the rmusic shop there in the sjo p re .
Mike: -> L Right?
Vic: he’s got a kid.
(0 .6 )
Vic: No.
Mike: N ononorno t Frank-
James: Irh a t’s no t Iu:m.
In F ragm ent (1 .7 ) tw o  m en are  rem iniscing a b o u t tim e  th ey  sp en t in 
Naples. O ne o f  th em , T o n y , b riefly  v isited  N aples on  a to u r  o f  d u ty  in 
th e  m arines. T he  o th e r, Jay , lived th e re  fo r  a year o r  so. Jay  is describing 
th e  p lace he used  to  live. T o n y  is having d ifficu lty  locating  it, and  Ja y  
has engaged in an  a tte m p t to  p in p o in t it.
(1.7) [Adato:VI:4-6]
Jay: you know where 1-La Galleria hs,
Tony: Y earh .
Jay: “-and the San Carlo rOpera Hou:se,
Tony: ^Yeah.
Jay: Okay. (0.3) You know, right nearby there’s- th a t church
with the do:m e,
(1.9)
Jay: Piazza Treh- (T)iesta ih Trento I rthink it was called-
Tony: L Well I don’t  really
remem rber nj:m es,
Jay: k )kay .
Tony: I t’s been year-rs.
Jay: KJkay, I thought that-
(1.3)
Jay: ( ) La Galleria. R :right across the
street from the Galleria is the San Carlo Opera House. 
Correct?
(1.4)
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Jay: Just a little b it away from the San Carlo Opera House, 
about a half a block, is- the- the pah- Pallazzo
Tony:
Rayapeh.
^Uh huh,
Jay: The Royal Palace.
Tony: The Royal Parlace.
-*■ *-Ri:ght? 
(0.4)
Jay:
Jay: Across the street, from the Royal Palace, is this big 
church. Rhght?
(0.8)
Tony: rr( >-Jay: LLYou remember now?
F ragm en t (1 .8 ) occurs  in  th e  course o f  a s to ry telling . O ne o f  th e  reci­
p ien ts, Paul, p rod u ces  a co n trib u tion-cu m -heck le , w hich is m e t w ith  th e  
P ost-R esp onse-In itia tion  R esponse S o lic ita tion .
(1.8) [Goodwin:M eat:15]
Andy: and if I do something she’s gonna scream. I get in
trouble.
Paul: hhheh-heh He:y Khe’U probably come ) down=*
Andy: Hieh
Paul: =with a shot rgun and blow your he-iad off.
Andy: -* ^ r  \ g h t? You know?J
(•)
Andy: So 1 said . . .
N ow  we com e to  th e  am biguous cand ida te  A b om inable. Specifically  it 
fu lfills on ly  one o f  th e  tw o  p rescrip tive fea tu res. W hile th e  R esponse 
S o lic ita tio n  does s ta r t u p  in th e  course o f  a rec ip ien t’s ta lk , it does n o t 
occur a t a d is tance  fro m  its u tte ran ce , b u t in th e  s tan d a rd  Tag position .
(1.9) [BC:I:G:96:r]
Caller: Because he could no t understand, how a man who does things
the like of which Powell did,
B.C.: No dear he could u n d erstan d  and he was angry: about it.=
Caller: _ [THe was-
B.C.: -  '•L-j’he guestions=
Caller: _ r rThat’s it. -i
B.C.: “ -J-kvere large-1 ly rhetorri c a 1. -i Were they not?-, _
Caller: Uvell thaJ t ’s what 1 mean-I “
Caller: =He couldn’t  und erstan d .=
B.C.: =Oh he could understand it  he ju st didn’t  like it.
T h a t is, th e  u n b ro k en  u tte ra n ce , T he q u estio ns  w ere largely rhetorical. 
Were th e y  n o t? stands as an  in stan ce  o f  S ta te m en t + Tag-Positioned 
R esponse S o lic ita tion  (cf. F rag m en t 1.5, y o u  w ere d o w n  a t th - in B oston. 
Is th a t (•) is th a t right?).
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T he fea tu re  th a t  provides fo r  th e  cand idacy  o f  F rag m en t (1 .9 ) as an 
A b om inable  is th a t th e  response, Well th a t's ... s ta r ts  u p  p rio r to  com ple­
tio n  o f  th e  u tte ra n c e  in progress. Specifically , i t  s ta rts  u p  p rio r to  th e  
T ag-positioned  R esponse S o lic ita tion . A nd, sim ilarly  to  F rag m en t (1 .4), 
it s ta rts  up  w ith  th e  co m p o n en t Well... w h ich  can, an d  recu rren tly  does, 
in itia te  an  un fav orab le  response, an d  is o rien ted  to  as such by  a co p arti­
cipan t. 2
T he speaker-in-progress c a n  have heard  th e  overlapping response- 
in itia tion , and  th u s  c a n  have d ep loy ed  th e  R esponse S o lic ita tio n  as it 
is so clearly being d ep loy ed  in  F ragm en t (1 .4 ); i.e., as an  a tte m p t to  
co u n ter, override, in te rru p t, an  unfavorab le  response-in-progress.
However, th e  fa c t th a t  th e  response s ta rts  in such a p o sitio n  th a t  th e  
R esponse S o lic ita tion  can  be d irec tly  ap p en d ed  to  its  u tte ra n ce , perm its 
th is  to  be ju s t a n o th e r  instance  o f a s tan dard  T ag-positioned  R esponse 
S olic ita tion ; o n e  w hich ju s t  happens to  occu r in overlap w ith  an  early- 
s tarting  response. T h e possib ility  o f  sheer, h app en stan ce  co -occurrence 
can be seen in th e  fo llow ing  fragm ents, in w hich th e re  is no  issue o f 
‘un favorab le re sp o n se ’, an d  th u s  th e  possible d e p lo y m en t o f  a Tag-posi­
tio n ed  R esponse S o lic ita tio n  as a co u n te r, override, etc ., does n o t arise.
(1.10) (PB:3-4:JP: 31]
Merle: So your biochemistry is no t a part o f the medical school
-> it’s part o f the chemistry depart rm ent right?-i 
Royal: -*■ 1-M m h m
(1.11) [CDHQ:I:147]
Maw: -*■ But they are diminishing somewhat rthough aren’t  they?
Josh: -* 1-0 h y e s. Y e s.
T hus, F rag m en t (1 .9 ) is a system atica lly  am biguous cand ida te  fo r  th e  
s ta tu s  o f  a P o st-R esp on seT n itia tio n  R esponse S o lic ita tion . I t  is n o t  clear 
w h eth er th e  R esponse S o lic ita tio n  is p ro d u ced  b y  re ference  to , or 
in d ep en d en tly  of, an  early -starting  unfav orab le  response. A nd, indeed, 
th a t  am bigu ity  m ay be an  ach ievem en t. T h e  speaker-in-progress can be 
siezing u p o n  an  o p p o r tu n ity  to  override, in te rru p t, e tc ., an  un favorab le 
response b y  d ep loy ing  a R esponse S o lic ita tio n , p roducing  th a t  ob jec t 
soon enough  to  have it  recognizab le  as a co m p o n e n t o f  an  u tte ra n ce  in 
progress, ra th e r  th a n  an  unequ ivo cal c o u n te r  to  an  early -started  u n fa ­
vorable response.
So, a m assive search  has y ie lded  th ree  an d  perhaps fo u r instances o f th e  
A b om inable N e ? in  A m erican  data . I t  does n o t  o ccu r fre q u e n tly  b u t it 
does occur. We do  it, to o . T his co n fro n ta tio n  an d  th e  search it en tailed , 
genera ted  an  in q u iry  in to  a ra th e r  m o re  general p h en o m eno n ; i.e., th e
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occurence  o f  Post-R esponse P ursu it o f  R esponse. Follow ing  are som e 
o f th e  resu lts  o f  th a t  inqu iry .
II. P rom p ting : R esponse-S o lic ita tion  p ro d u ced  P ost-C om pletio n  o f 
R esponse
T h e search fo r  A m erican  instances o f th e  A b om inab le  N e }; i.e., fo r 
P ost-R esp onse-In itia tion  R esponse S o lic ita tio n  tu rn e d  u p  a re la ted  
phenom eno n . I t is now h ere  near as rare, an d  now here  near as nasty  as 
th e  A bom inable. W hile it  has th e  R esponse S o lic ita tion  occurring  a t  a 
d istance fro m  its  u tte ra n ce , an d  w hile th e re  is som e in terven ing  ta lk  by 
a co partic ip an t, th a t  in terven ing  ta lk  co n stitu tin g  som e version o f  a 
R esponse, (1) th e  response is very  sh o rt; is itse lf no  m ore  th a n  a to k en , 
an d  (2) th e  R esponse S o lic ita tion  occurs a f te r  co m ple tio n  o f  th a t  to k en . 
Follow ing are  som e, b u t n o t all, o f  th e  discovered instances o f  th a t  
phenom enon .
(2.1) [GTS:V:71-72]
Dan: Your only basic problem  as far as direction: (0.6) as
originally stated, was getting you into A rt Center.
Roger: Mm hm,
Dan: -*■ Ri^ght?=
Roger: =That still is the thing.
(2.2) [Whitacre:902A:JPW:2]
Janet: Guess why I ’m calling.
Larry: L know cause I didn’t  do my m ath,
Janet: Well- how w ould^ know. 1 wasn’t at the school today.
(0.7)
Larry: -*  Oh:.
(0.4)
Janet: -> Rhght?
Larry: Rj.:ght.=
Janet: =-hhh But I am calling about m ath.
(2.3) [CDHQ:II:276:r] ((Coparticipants are working with a map))
Craig: Could you- um diow - Do you know where we are right now,
Marty: n-Ye:ah? I ’m gonna show you ju st where we ajre now let
me see, we’re right up here.
Craig: Yeah,
M arty: o n :: four six six two Parkin- Parkinson. Right around
therre .
Craig: -> L-Yeah.
Marty: -*■ Right?
Craig: Right.
Marty: Cause I was out- Cause I been ferrying back and forth
between he: :re an: :d Dickson Barrack.
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(2.4) [BC:II:R: 144]
Caller: I t was a good thing, it was a very great thing. I t w-
in fact the greatest thing the world has ever known, at 
its time .
B.C.: -> Mm hm?
Caller: -* Right?
B.C.: Mm hm
(2.5) [Frankel:T C :l:27:S]
Shirley: Look it’s an apartm ent with a bedroom a kitche:n, a:nd,
(•) a bathroom  just like a hundred other apartments.
Geri: -> Yeah.=
Shirley: -*■ =Right?h
Geri: Yeah
(2.6) [FD:I1I:52]
Caller: But the only thing now I wonder if i t ’s- it’s the best
thing for me to  do is to  watch and see if  there’s any 
smoke comes out of any o f the of the uh cracks.
Desk: -> Right.
Caller: -+ Is that it?
Desk: Right.
(2.7) [Rose:Fairm ount:II:6]
Carol: She didn’t  look at it as Marvin being her rfriend.
Lorrie: -> U: Right.
Carol: -> Di:d she.
Lorrie: Right.
While th e  A b om inables characte ris tica lly  have R esponse S o lic ita tions 
in te rsec ting  a  response-in-progress, th is  p h en o m en o n  has a R esponse 
S o lic ita tion  p ro d u ced  a f te r  a co p artic ip an t has relinqu ished  th e  floo r. T he 
R esponse S o lic ita tio n , th en , occurs in a p ro p e r n ex t tu rn sp ace  ra th e r  th an  
in tro du in g  u p o n  a tu rn  in progress.
F u rth e r, these  sh o rt, to k e n  responses can q ua lify  as C on tinu ers; ob jects 
w ith  w hich a res ip ien t ind ica tes th a t  he sees th a t  a p rio r speaker has m ore  
to  say, an d  invites h im  to  go on  w ith  it (such ob jec ts  as Yeah, R ig h t, Uh 
huh, M m  h m , Oh, e tc .). 3 T h us a m ost benign ch arac te riza tion  o f  th e  
P ost-R esponse-C om pletion  R esponse S o lic ita tio n  is th a t  it  is ex h ib iting  
th a t a lth ou gh  th e  rec ip ien t m ay  have ta k e n  i t  th a t  p rio r speaker w as n o t 
y e t fin ished, he w as ind eed  fin ished , an d  it  is now  rec ip ien t’s tu rn  to  do 
som e ex ten d ed  ta lk . T h a t is, th e  P ost-R esp onse-C o m pletion  R esponse 
S o lic ita tion  can be charac te rized  as re-relinqu ish ing  th e  flo o r; techn ica lly , 
as being used  as a T u rn -E x it D evice w h en  tu rn -tran sfe r has n o t been 
ad equ a te ly  accom plished .4
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However, it appears th a t  accom pany ing  these  tu rn -tran sfe r negotiatio ns 
are som e in te rac tio n a l issues. R ough ly , th e  fac t th a t  th e  rec ip ien t has, 
in th e  f irs t place, p ro du ced  no m ore  th a n  a C o n tin u er can be p rob lem atic . 
T he R esponse S o lic ita tion , th en , m ay be dep loy ed  to  deal w ith  th e  
o ccurrence  o f m ere acknow ledgm en t w hen  som eth ing  else was sought 
an d  due; fo r  ex am ple , som e u p ta k e  o f  th e  p o in t o f  th e  p rio r u tte ran ce . 
T h a t is, th e  R esponse-S o lic ita tion  m ay w o rk  as a P ro m p ting  o f som e m ore 
e labora te  response, n o t m ere ly  re-relinquishing th e  floo r, b u t indicating  
to  rec ip ien t th e  so rt o f  ta lk  he ou g h t to  be do ing  w ith  th e  tu rn  he had 
relinqu ished  an d  is now  being re-proffered .
We can begin to  lo ca te  th e  so rt o f  P rom p ting  w ork  don e by  th e  Post- 
R esponse-C om pletion  R esponse S o lic ita tio n  by  no tic ing  th a t  such an 
ob jec t can o ccu r in th e  course o f  a single tu rn  a t ta lk , as a P ivot betw een  
tw o  u tte ra n ce  co m p on en ts , as in th e  fo llow ing  fragm ents.
(2.8) [Frankel:U S:l:42]
James: heh heh, hh 'I t ’s a funny thi:ng. ' You know, (0.4) they
-* did th a t while I was gone. RIGHT? I WASN’T EVEN IN THE
BUILDING.
(2.9) [GTS:IV:7]
Roger: Cause I like to  set my- according to  Mister Cheibel, set
-> myself up, with the odds against me. Right? T hat’s what
you were getting to .
In these instances, th e  ob jec ts  seem  to  be w ork ing retrospectively- 
prospectively ; i.e., m arking th a t  a p rio r co m p o n en t was po in t-laden , and 
prefacing a n ex t c o m p o n e n t w h ich  brings hom e th e  p o in t.
In th e  B ergm ann m aterials, we f ind  an  A b om inab le  usage o f th a t  fo rm at; 
i.e., a P ost-R esponse-In itia tion  d ep lo y m en t o f  one  o r an o th e r segm ents 
o f  th e  th ree -p a rt ‘single tu r n ’. In  a single segm ent we find , f irs t, a Post- 
G ap R esponse S o lic ita tion  -» P ost-R esponse-In itia tion  Bringing H om e 
th e  P oin t (see th e  firs t set o f  b racke ted  arrow s), and  th e n  a Post-R es­
pon se-In itia tion  S o lic ita tion  + Bringing H om e th e  P o in t (see th e  second 
set o f  b rack e ted  arrow s). Follow ing  is B ergm ann’s original tran scrip t, 
and then  a very  free transla tio n .
(2.10.a) [Br.Prl.2.]
Herr B.: Man darf dat nich iba-trraib’n
(0.3)
( ): dhh
Herr B.: Ne,
Frau B.: Ich ubratrei:be kein bi -i ss-chjen=
Herr B.: L o0;rum  geh ::ht’s-'
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=Do:chch wail Du dat gan rz gewalti -i ch i:batrraibst 
'-Ga:r nich-“
(•)
Nein ich Ubatreibe n rich t -i
lN6=da-l t t  hat ji mi’ dem 
eijintlichen Glaub’n gar nischt zu tun ...
[Free translation]
You shouldn’t exaggerate it. 
r*  * (0.3) 
e-hhh=
-*■ =Right?
I’m n ro t  exaggerating a t all.=
-> t-That’s the point.
=Yes you do, you”arerexaggerating it tremendously.
‘■Not at all.
(•)
r*  No. I ’m not exagger rating.
U- LRj.ght? it has nothing at all to
do with real belief . . .
We can also f in d  instances o f  th e  m ilder, P ost-R esponse-C om pletion  
d ep loy m en t o f  th is  Pivotal R esponse S o lic ita tion . T h a t is, fo llow ing a 
m ere to k en  response, w e fin d  th e  R esponse S o lic ita tio n  + Bringing H om e 
th e  P oin t, as in th e  fo llow ing fragm ents.
(2.11) [GTS:V:52]
Roger: But it was never offered to  you, or a field was never
offered th a t interests you.
( 2.0)
Jim: -> Yeh
Roger: -y  Right? T hat’s the basic problem.
(2.12) [BC:1I: R: 50:S]
B.C.: He was then tried, in Israel.
Caller: -*■ Right,
B.C.: -> Right? A country that did no t even exist at the time
the crimes were committed.
Given th e  possible re trospectiv e-prospective ch aracte r o f th e  R esponse 
S o lic ita tion , its use in th e  cand ida te  instances o f P rom p ting ; i.e., in Frag­
m ents (2 .1 )-(2 .7 ) m ay  be m ark ing  th e  po in tedness o f  a p rio r u tte ra n ce  
w hich has been trea te d  by  its rec ip ien t as no  m ore  th a n  som eth ing  to  be 
acknow ledged. F u rth e r, having m arked  its po in tedness, p ro jec ting  as a 
relevant an d  ex p ec tab le  n e x t ac tiv ity , B ringing H om e th e  P o in t. B ut in 
these instances, specifically  leaving it to  th e  rec ip ien t to  do  th a t  w o rk ; 
i.e., to  now  ex h ib it th a t  he has tak en  th e  po in t.
Herr B.: 
Frau B.:
Frau B.: 
HerrB.: 
Herr B.:
(2.10.b)
Herr B.:
( ): 
Herr B.: 
Frau B.: 
Herr B.: 
HerrB.: 
Frau B.:
Frau B.: 
Herr B.:
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T h a t is, given an  ‘in a d eq u a te ’ initia l response to  a po in t-laden  prior 
u tte ran ce , th e  Post-R esponse-C om pletion  R esponse S o lic ita tion  can be 
(1) m arking th a t  th e re  is a  p o in t to  be tak en , an d  (2) o ffering  th e  rec ip ien t 
a n e x t o p p o r tu n ity  to  show  th a t  he has tak en  th e  p o in t. A nd th e  rec ip ien t 
can show  th a t  he has tak en  th e  p o in t b y  produ cing  som e ap p ro p ria te  ta lk  
in his n e x t tu rn .
N ow , in th e  grea t b u lk  o f  in terchanges in w hich th is  fo rm  o f  P rom pting  
occurs, th a t  a rec ip ien t has tak en  th e  p o in t is d e m o n stra ted  form ally , by  
m eans o f  an  u n fo ld ing  series o f  activities. T his issue is considered  in detail 
in S ec tion  III. B ut rare ly  is th e re  an ex p lic it u tte rin g  o f  w h at th e  initia lly  
‘m issed’ po in t o f  th e  p rio r u tte ra n c e  m igh t have been, an d  th u s  o f w h at, 
in particu lar, th e  Post-R esponse-C om pletion  R esponse S o lic ita tio n  m ight 
have been pursuing.
It is on ly  in F rag m en t (2 .1 ) th a t  we fin d  a rec ip ien t exp licatin g  th e  p o in t 
o f a  p rio r u tte ran ce . As it happens, th a t  p o in t is p a rt o f  a larger pursu it, 
w hich is ex p lic itly  available in an exp an d ed  segm ent. T h e in terchange 
occurs in  th e  course o f  a g rou p  th e ra p y  session fo r teenagers. O ne o f  th e  
p a tien ts  com plains th a t  n o th in g  has been  accom plished . In  th e  ensuing 
discussion th e  th e ra p is t a tte m p ts  to  bring th e  p a tien t to  acknow ledge th a t 
som eth ing  has, in fac t, been  accom plished .
(2.1) [GTS:V:71-72:Expanded Fragment]
Roger: Alright we’ve been here now how many weejks? (0.7) How
long you been working on this problem, (0.4) I ’ve opened 
-> my m outh so many times, and we haven’t  got nowhere.
((approxim ately 38 lines omitted))
Dan: Your only basic problem as far as direction: (0.6) as
Roger:
Dan:
Roger:
Dan:
Roger:
Dan:
Roger:
Dan:
originally stated, was getting you into A rt Center. 
-> Mm hm,
-» Riight?=
-> =That still is the thing.
Are we gonna get you through there, or no:t.
Dan: -*■ Then something has been accomplished. And maybe you 
understand some things that are functioning also, (0.6) 
at h&:me.
( 1. 0)
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Dan: which may have contributed to some of the things that-
that uh went on in- (0.3) that-that stopped you: from 
functioning as well as you could.
Roger: 'Mm hm, *
T he p a t ie n t’s P rom pt-e lic ited  u p ta k e  o f th e  p rio r u tte ra n ce  is co n ten tio u s  
('That still is th e  th in g  d ispu tin g  e ith er a p roposal th a t th e  p a tien t is com ­
plaining ab o u t som eth ing  o th e r  th a n  th e  basic pro b lem , o r an im plication  
th a t  th a t  p rob lem  has been  resolved ; i.e., th e  past-tensing o f  was g e ttin g  
y o u  in to  A r t  C en ter). A nd it is th e  th e rap ist h im self w ho eventually  p ro ­
poses th e  success o f  th e ir  en terp rise  (em bedding  th a t an n o u n cem en t in 
fu rth e r  ta lk , th u s  n o t provid ing a place in w hich co n firm a tio n  by th e  pa­
tie n t is due, an d  if n o t o ffe red  th e n  observably  ab sen t). In a range o f ways, 
th en , th e  th e ra p is t’s p u rsu it o f  th e  p a tie n t’s ack now ledgm ent o f  success 
does n o t achieve its  o p tim u m  ou tcom e . N evertheless, th is  in te rchang e is 
tran sp aren t fo r th e  fa c t th a t a Post-R esponse-C om pletion  R esponse Soli­
c ita tio n  can b e  engaged in p u rsu it o f  som e specifiable o u tcom e .
Such an u n d erstand ing  o f  th e  w o rk  o f  Post-R esponse-C om pletion  R esp o n ­
se S o lic ita tion  can be tu rn e d  to  m ateria ls w hich are far less transp aren t. 
Follow ing is an  exercise  ex p loring  th a t  aspect o f  P rom p ting , a tte m p te d  
on F ragm en t (2 .3 ). T h e  foca l in te rchang e takes p lace a t a Civil D efense 
H eadqu arters  during a hurricane. T here  has been a lull, and  these  tw o 
people, M arty, a  s tranger to  th e  area an d  a civilian, an d  Craig, th e  teenage 
sone o f  th e  C.D. C om m ander, ge t in to  co nversation . T hey  go th ro u g h  a 
range o f top ics, including som e o f C raig’s p rob lem s in his English L ite ra tu ­
re course, M arty  o ffering  he lp fu l h in ts. E ventually  th e y  tu rn  to  th e  wall 
m ap, and  Craig p u ts  M arty  to  a test.
(2.3) [CDHQ:II:276:r]
Craig: -> Could y ou-um  show -D o you know where we are right now,
Marty: n-Ye:ah? I ’m gonna show you just where we a¿re now let
me see, we’re right up here.
Craig: Yeah,
Marty: o n :: four six six two Parkin- Parkinson. Right around
therre
Craig: -» l-Yeah.
Marty: -* Eight?
Craig: -> Right.
Marty: Cause 1 was out- Cause I been ferrying back and forth
between he::re an::d  Dickson Barrack.
In finer de tail, Craig has in itia ted  and  ab and o n ed  a pass/fail te s t question , 
C ould y o u  show -, w hich he replaces w ith  th e  m ore  equable  Do y o u  kn o w  
w here w e are... w h ich  has, as one o f its ap p ro p ria te  responses, som eth ing 
like No. W here are we?  M arty , how ever, re-invokes th e  pass/fail s ta tu s  o f
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th e  q uestio n  by retriev ing  th e  initia l w ord ing, in I 'm  gon na  show  y o u ... . 
T h a t is, he ex h ib its  th a t  he is specifically  ‘tak ing  a te s t ’.
A t th e  least, th e n , C raig’s m ere acknow ledgm ent, w hile it indicates th a t 
th e  answ er is n o t in co rrec t, in no  w ay apprecia tes  th e  fa c t th a t  a te s t 
has been  posed an d  successfully  passed. T hus, th e  Post-Response-Com - 
p le tion  R esponse S o lic ita tion  in  th is  case m ay be provid ing a nex t 
o p p o rtu n ity  fo r  a p ro p e r ap p rec ia tio n  o f  a successful passing o f  a test.
B ut th e re  m ay be m ore  to  th is  p u rsu it. A nd i t  m ay  bear on  M arty ’s 
re-invoking th e  stronger, pass/fail version o f  th e  tes t. T h is civilian and 
stranger to  th e  area has ap p a ren tly  been  help ing o u t by  fe r ry in g  people 
around . He has been a t least usefu l, perhaps courageous. (A nd ap p aren t­
ly it is in th e  course o f  th is  ac tiv ity  th a t  he becam e c o m p e te n t w ith  th e  
m ap.)
Now, such in fo rm atio n  as th a t he has been help ing o u t, w ere i t  sim ply 
vo lu n tee red , m igh t be recognizably  se lf-congratu lato ry . A nd th e re  are 
system atic  co nstra in ts  on  such an  ac tiv ity .5 A te s t  s itu a tio n , how ever, 
is o n e  in  w hich such in fo rm atio n  m ay be ap p ro p ria te ly  delivered; indeed, 
it m ay  be specifically  occasioned . T h a t is, passing a te s t  can be an 
occasion fo r  praise by  th e  tes te r, an d  praise by  th e  te s te r  can be an 
occasion fo r  a d isplay  o f m o d es ty  by  th e  te s tee .6 A nd in th is  case, the  
d isplay  o f  m o d esty  could  be o f  th e  I t ’s no th ing , really  genre; i.e., an 
acco u n t o f  how  th e  co m p etence  w ith  th e  m ap is ju s t a b y p ro d u c t o f 
som e fe r ry in g  back a nd  fo r th .
Or, such in fo rm atio n  m igh t specifically  be req u ested ; i.e., th e  one w ho 
posed  th e  tes t, w ho can have ex p ec ted  fa ilu re  and be su rprized  by 
success, m ay  p roceed  to  ask how  th e  in fo rm atio n  was acqu ired . T he 
fac t th a t  o n e  had been fe r ry in g  back and  fo r th  could  th e n  be p rodu ced  
as a so lic ited  acco u n t.
T hus, th e  Post-R esponse-C om pletion  R esponse S o lic ita tion  in th is  case, 
by  referring  its  rec ip ien t back  to  th e  p rio r u tte ra n c e  w ith  an  ind ication  
th a t its  p o in t shou ld  be fo u n d  an d  ex h ib ited , m ay  be pursuing, n o t 
o n ly  th e  ap p rec ia tio n  due  to  th e  successful passing o f  a te s t, b u t th e  
sequelae o f such an  ap p rec ia tio n , w hich cou ld  occasion th e  discharging 
o f  som e o therw ise  tran sp a ren tly  se lf-congratu la to ry  in fo rm atio n .
N o tice  th a t, in an  ac tiv ity  an alogous to  th a t  o f  F ragm en t (2 .1 ), th e  
pu rsuer eventually  vo lu n tee rs  th e  critical item . Earlier 1 n o te d  th a t 
w ere such in fo rm atio n  “ sim ply  v o lu n tee re d ” , it m igh t be recognizably  
se lf-congratu latory . In th is  case, th e  in fo rm atio n  is n o t “ sim ply  vol­
u n te e re d ” . I t  is fo rm a tte d  as an  ac co u n t, w ith  Cause.. , a lth o ug h  as th e
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sequence has ru n  off, th e re  has been  no  call fo r  e ith er a d isplay o f  m o ­
desty  o r a so lic ited  acco un t.
In fin er detail, we can n o tic e  th e  rep e titio n  o f Cause across a revision; 
i.e., Cause I  was o u t — Cause I  been  fe r ry in g  back an d  fo r th .  M y ow n 
da ta  searches, and  th e  w ork  o f  colleagues focussing on  th e  s tru c tu res  o f 
self-repair7 , ind ica te  th a t such  tu rn -in itia l item s as Well, Because, So , 
e tc . etc . te n d  m assively to  be d ro pp ed  in th e  revised recycle. T he s tandard  
repair fo rm a t ap p lied  to  th is  revision w o u ld  y ie ld , Cause I  was o u t — I  
been fe rry in g  back a nd  fo r th .  T he u tte ra n c e  as it ac tua lly  occurs, is thus, 
system atically  ‘o v e rb u ilt’ fo r  its ch aracte r as an  acco u n t; i.e., m ay  be 
actively defending  against its recogn izab ility  as v o lu n tee red  self-praise 
and em phasizing its  s ta tu s  as a test-occasioned  accou n t.
Such an  exercise as th e  foregoing ind icates th a t  th e  Post-R esponse-C om - 
p le tion  R esponse S o lic ita tion  can be accom plice to  som e rich  and in trica te  
in te rac tion a l nego tia tio ns. A nd in such m aterials we fin d  recu rren tly  th a t 
nego tia tio ns w h ich  can be expressed, an d  th u s  acco u n ted  for, in tu rn - 
tak ing  term s as [C o m pleted  T u rn  -> C on tinu er -*■ T u rn  E x it Device] can 
be expressed in  in te rac tio n a l te rm s as [P o in t-L aden  U tte ran ce  -»• M ere 
A cknow ledgm ent -*■ P u rsu it o f  th e  P o in t] .
T ha t th e  nego tia tio ns  can be sensibly expressed  an d  acco u n ted  fo r  in 
tu rn tak in g  te rm s m ay  b ear on  th e  sensed ‘ben ignness’ o f  P rom p ting  in 
com parison  to  th e  sensed ‘nastiness’ o f  th e  A bom inables. In tu rn tak in g  
term s, th e  A b om inab le  has a T urn  E x it Device po sitio n ed  ‘in te rru p tiv e ly ’ 
in th e  course o f  a response w hich is n o t in th e  f irs t p lace relinquish ing 
th e  flo o r to  a p rio r speaker. T h e expression  [C o m pleted  T urn  -*■ R esponse- 
in-Progress -> T u rn  E x it Device] is n o t a reasonable acco un t. O n its 
occurrence , such an in te rchang e does n o t reco m m en d  itself to  a tu rn - 
tak ing-system atics acco un t.
Thus, som eone co n fro n ted  w ith  such  a series o f  ac tio ns (be it rec ip ien t 
o r analyst) is d irec ted  by it  tow ards an  in te rac tio n a l ac co u n t as th e  rele­
vant, sensible a c co u n t; i.e., is d irec ted  to  seek an d  f in d  w h at o n e  p a rti­
cipan t is recognizab ly  ‘doing  t o ’ an o th er. In co n tra st, P ro m p tin gs’ 
nego tia tio ns can be reasonab ly  expressed an d  ad eq u a te ly  acco u n ted  fo r 
in te rm s w hich do n o t  lead to  find ing  th a t som eth ing  in te rac tio n a l is 
‘being d o n e ’. In  th is  w ay, th e  sensed ‘nastiness’ o f  th e  A bom inables an d  
th e  rela tive ‘ben ignness’ o f  th e  P rom ptings m ay be a p ro d u c t o f  th e  
design o f  th e  devices an d  th e  a lte rn a tiv e  acco un ts  w hich th e y  invoke.
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III. On the E ffectiveness o f  Abom inables and Promptings
A lth ough  th e  A b om inables m ay  be designedly reco gnizab ly  ‘doing 
som eth ing  to  a co p a rtic ip a n t’, a strik ing fea tu re  o f these  in terchanges 
is th a t th e  device seem s to  be a lto g e the r ineffective.
Specifically , th e  P ost-R esponse-ln itia tion  R esponse S o lic ita tion  is 
position ed  recognizab ly  ‘in te rru p tiv e ly ’ in th e  course o f  a co p arti­
c ip an t’s ta lk . I t  can th e n  be observed th a t  th e  co p a rtic ip a n t’s ta lk  is 
n o t in te rru p te d , b u t  co n tin ues  a t least to  a f irs t co m p le tio n  po in t.
A nd, subsequen tly , th e re  is no th in g  w hich m igh t s tand  as ‘th e  solicited 
response’. We can review th e  re lev ant fragm ents w ith  th a t  issue in m ind.
( l . l .b )  [Br.Prl.2.JPB:S:Free Translation]
FrauB .: -> Whuddiyuh mean I kneel an rd  pray.
Lgight?Herr B. 
Frau B e-my God is always with me. He is even with me through 
the night.
(1.4.b) [Br.Prl.2.1.r.: Free Translation]
F rauB .: -» Yea::h well th a t is r t h e opinion^
Dr. F.: L is  th a t correcJ t?
FrauB .: -*■ of Doctor Hollmann
Dr. F.: U hrhuh
Frau B.: Lgu t ¡f jSn ’t mine.
(1.6) [Frankel.U S:I:63]
James: -*• Well h£ musta got therm usic shop there in the sto r:re.
Mike: L Right? L
Vic: LAnd he’s
got a kid.
(0. 6)
Vic: No.
Mike: Nonono no t Frank-
(1.7) [Adato:VI:4-6]
Tony: -*  The Royal Parlace.®
Jay: LRj:ght?
(0.4)
Jay: Across the s tr e e t . . .
(1.8) [Goodwin:M eat:15]
Paul: He’ll probably come ( ) down with a
-*■ shotrgun and blow your he-iad off.
Andy: Lr  ; g h t? You know?-*
(•)
Paul: So I said . . ,
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(1.9) [BC:I:G :96:r]
Caller: -*  Well th a r t’s w hat I m ean , he couldn’t  understa:nd.=
B.C.: Uvere they not?-I
B.C.: =Oh he could understand it he just didn’t  like it.
T h e ‘in te rru p tiv e ly ’ p o s itio n ed  P ost-R esp onseT nitia tion  R esponse Soli­
c ita tio n  o f  th e  A bom inab les reccu rren tly  appears to  have no  relevant 
effec t u p o n  th e  u tte ra n c e  it in te rsec ts. We find  n e ith er ‘in te rru p tio n ’ no r 
‘th e  so licited  resp o n se’.
In co n trast, th e  Post-R esponse-C om pletion  R esponse S o lic ita tion  o f th e  
P rom ptings ap p ear to  have som e effect. Specifically , th e  S o lic ita tio n  is 
fo llow ed by  an u tte ra n c e  w hich can stand  as ‘th e  solicited  resp on se’. 
A gain, we can review  th e  relev ant fragm ents  w ith  th a t  issue in m ind.
(2.1) [GTS:V:71-72]
Roger: Mm hm,
Dan: Rhght?=
Roger: -> =That still is the thing.
(2.2) [Whitacre:902A:JPW:2]
Larry: Oh:.
(0.4)
Janet: Rijght?
Larry: -* Rj:ght.
(2.3) [CDHQ:Il:276:r]
Craig: Yeah.
Marty: Right?
Craig: -> Right.
(2.4) [BC:11:R: 144]
B.C.: Mm hm?
Caller: Right?
B.C.: -*■ Mm hm
(2.5) [Frankel:T C :l:27:S]
Geri: Yeah.=
Shirley: =Right?h
Geri: ->• Yeah
(2.6) [FD:II1:52]
Desk: Right.
Caller: Is th a t it?
Desk: -> Right.
(2.7) [Rose:Fairm ount:II:6]
Lorrie: r:Right.
Carol: Di:d she.
Lorrie: -> Right.
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How ever, th e  fa c t th a t,  m assively, th ese  post-R esponse-S o lic ita tion  
u tte ran ces  are no  m ore th a n  an  acknow ledgm ent to k e n , brings th em  in to  
close convergence w ith  an  a lto g e th e r co n trastin g  ty p e  o f  ac tiv ity . In th is  
ac tiv ity -type , a Second  A cknow ledgm ent T o k en  does n o t  co n stitu te  a 
S o lic ited  R esponse, b u t a R ecyc le  o f  w h a t tu rn e d  o u t to  have been a 
‘p rem a tu re ’ p rio r response.
S im ply: A  response w hich  tu rn s  o u t to  have o ccu rred  p rio r to  com ple­
tio n  o f  an  ongoing u tte ra n c e  is recy cled  u p o n  co m ple tio n  o f  th a t  
u tte ran ce . W hile a sizeable co llec tion  o f  in stances was y ie lded  by  th e  
search fo r  th e  A b om inab le  N e ?, on ly  a few  are  show n here, w ith  a dis­
p ro p o rtio n a te  nu m b er involving R esponse-S olic ita tions. (See also, Frag­
m en ts  1 .10  an d  1 .11.)
(3.1) [Agorio:2:141]
Martinez: He’s you kno:W becoming even mo:re (0.4) more cautious
than berfo :re .
Rose: -> '-Mm-hm,
Rose: -*  Mm-hm,
(3.2) [Schenkein:Il:70]
Ellen: Just on the straight. (•) i-of the fabric.
Lori: -*  Lyeah.
Lori: -* Yeah.
(3.3) [Krakowski:D&R:10]
Leslie: Do you th ink it's  gonna make any difference to  me if
you said Friday or n e rx t week or two weeks from now?
Steven: -*■ 4'IOI
Steven: -> NO!
(3.4) [IPD:ND:1I:114]
Desk: Fortieth and Boulevard rright?
Caller: -> l-Uh huh,
Caller: ->• Uh huh,
(3.5) [P356:II:1]
Desk: Twenty one, forty four Argyle. ( • ) (-Right?
Caller: -*■ Yes.
Caller: -*■ Yes.
(3.6) [Reilly: 16]
Dora: Oh she has a great big station wagon rdoesn’t  she
Inez: -*■ '-Yeah.
Inez: -*■ Yeah,
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(3.7) [Goodwin:GR:35]
Ron: The superm arket is a- is a standard place to gossip
(though)risn’t  it,-|
Beth: -> *-Yea:h,-l
Beth: -*■ Yeah,
Such a co nfig ura tion  re-positions a ‘p rem a tu re ’ response such th a t it now  
occurs, p roperly , post-com p le tion  o f  a cu rren t u tte ra n ce . Specifically , 
th e  rep ea ted  to k e n  can be ex h ib iting  th a t  th e  ‘p rem a tu re ’ response is 
deem ed still ad eq u a te  to  th e  eventual u tte ran ce -in -to to ; th a t such subse­
q uen t m ateria l as . . . o f  th e  fa bric , or ...o r  tw o  w eeks fr o m  n o w ? o r R ig h t? 
o r D o esn ’t  s h e ? o r I s n ’t  it, is inconsequen tia l; is itself inadequ ate  to  a 
revised response, an d  sim ply requires som e tu rn -tak ing-o rgan izationa l w ork 
w hich can be accom plished  w ith  a p ro p e rly  p o sition ed  rep ea t o f th e  
‘p rem a tu re ’ response.
Indeed , it appears th a t a speaker w ho has s ta r ted  up  early , w ho now  
wishes to  be observably  tak in g  th e  ap p en d ed  m aterials in to  acco un t, m arks 
th a t som e su bseq uen t to k e n  is n o t a re-positioned  p rio r response, b u t is a 
nex t-positioned , new  response. A nd th is is done, sim ply enough , by  p ro ­
ducing a recognizab ly  d iffe ren t item . So, fo r exam ple, in th e  fo llow ing 
fragm ent, we find  a particu larly  consequen tia l R esponse S o lic ita tion , 
m arked  fo r its co nsequence by  its rec ip ien t.
(3.8) [GTS:1:1 :48:r]
Dan: This was one of the reason th a t A:1 of course was so
upset last week. I  think.
(0.7)
Roger: Lost his identity?
(1.4)
Dan: He had certain v iew points on things.
“  ( 1 .0 )
Dan: -*■ And something h a :rp  p e n e d rd id n ’t  it.
Al: -> ‘■'Yeah,' ‘-'M-hm'
(0.3)
AI: -*■ Oh yah,
( 1. 2 )
Dan: (I think) he’s very hesitant to  ta: :1k about it,
In th is  case, a co p artic ip an t is vo lun teering  co n firm a tio n  in th e  course o f 
ta lk  a b o u t  h im . T h a t co n firm a tion  {'Y eah ', 'M -hm ' — th e  degree-sign 
['] indicates low  am p litu de ) overlaps a T ag-positioned  R esponse Solici­
ta tio n  w hich is doing a specifiable jo b , red irec ting  th e  ta lk  t  o him . A nd 
in th is  case we find , n o t a recognizab le re-positioned  R ecycle  o f  a p rior, 
overlapped acknow ledgm ent to k en , b u t a recognizable nex t-p ositioned  
R esponse w hich tak es  in to  acco u n t th e  R esponse S o lic ita tion  and  its w o rk ;
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i.e., we f in d  n o t a n o th e r  ■ Y ea h ', o r ‘M-hrrr, b u t an o th e r  class o f  ac tiv ity , 
Oh Yah, w hich is n o t  on ly  a recognizable ‘ch ange’, b u t is in itse lf m arked­
ly ‘responsive’.9
It appears, th e n , th a t  a t least in  som e specifiable circum stances, th e  
pow erfu l relevance o f  sheer nex t-p ositionedness becom es w eakened 10, 
an d  can be u n d e rcu t o r en hanced , b y  m eans o f re p e titio n  o r change, 
respectively.
C onsider th e  fo llow ing  tw o  fragm ents  in  w hich  a sam e speaker, in tw o 
d iffe ren t conversations, w ith  tw o  d iffe ren t co partic ip an ts , is given a sim ilar 
piece o f  new s, in  a sim ilar fo rm a t. T he fo rm a t can be expressed  as [G ood  
F o rtu n e  + P rice Tag].
(3.9) [NB:IV:10:51]
Holly: and she gave me the m ost beautiful swimsuit you’ve ever
seen in your life.
Emma: Gave it  to you?
Holly: Yeah.
Emma: -> A w ::r::
Holly: -> *- A tw enty two dollar rone.
Emma: -*• '"Aw::::.
(0.6)
Emma: Well you’ve given her a lot in uh your day Holly,
(3.10) [NB:I1:2:1]
Nancy: 1 got a rai:se.
Emma: -+• Goo: :ud.
Nancy: -> Yeh two dollars a week.
Emma: -* O hrw o:w.
Nancy: U h:::! heh hehrheh!
Emma: '-What are you gonna do with it all.
In F ragm en t (3 .9 ) th e  price-tag  co m p o n en t is tre a te d  by  its  rec ip ien t as 
in adequ ate  to  revised response, w ith  a rep e a t o f th e  response  to  th e  good- 
fo r tu n e  co m p o n en t. In  F ragm en t (3 .1 0 ) th e  price-tag co m p o n e n t is 
m arked as ad eq u a te  to  revised response, w ith  a recognizab ly  new  and 
m arked ly  ‘responsive’ item  (cf. F ragm en t 3.8).
S u b sequ en t ta lk  in  each fragm en t su pp o rts  th is  analysis. In F ragm en t 
(3 .9 ) th e  g o o d -fo rtu n e  co m p o n en t, S h e  gave m e  th e  m o st b ea tifu l sw im ­
su it is ad eq u a te ly  re fe rred  to  by, and  is ad eq u a te  to , th e  subsequen t 
Well y o u  've g iven her a lo t  in y o u r  day, w hich does n o t specifically  
address th e  price-tag co m p o n en t. O n th e  o th e r  hand , in  F rag m en t (3 .10) 
th e  g o o d -fo rtu n e  co m p o n en t, 1 g o t  a raise is ad eq u a te ly  refe rred  to  by, 
and is ad eq u a te  to  th e  sub seq uen t W hat are y o u  gon na  do  w ith  it, b u t is
71
inad eq u ate  to  w ith  i t  A L L ,  w h ich  specifically  addresses th e  price-tag com ­
p o n en t, tw o  dollars a w eek .
T hus, w hile in F ragm en t (3 .9 ) th e  rec ip ien t co n stru c ts  he r consecutive 
u tte ran ces  such th a t  th e  price-tag c o m p o n e n t is (1 ) m arked  as, an d  (2) 
subsequen tly  ex h ib ited  to  be inconsequen tia l, in F ragm en t (3 .10 ) she 
co n struc ts  her consecu tive u tte ran ces  such th a t  th e  price-tag co m po nen t 
is (1) m arked  as, an d  (2 ) su b seq u en tly  ex h ib ited  to  be, co nsequen tial.
N ow , P rom p ting  appears to  co n stitu te  a c ircu m stance in w hich th e  pow er 
and relevance o f sheer nex t-p ositioned ness becom es w eakened. T his is 
because th e re  is an  acu te  convergence be tw een  th e  w ay th e  P rom ptings 
run  o f f  (see F ragm ents  2 .2-2 .7) an d  th e  w ay th e  overlap-occasioned re­
positioned  R ecycles ru n  o ff  (see F ragm ents  3.1-3.7).
Specifically , it m ay  becom e q u ite  unc lear as to  w h e th e r th e  Post-R esponse- 
C om ple tion  R esponse S o lic ita tion  is o pe ra tin g  as a sheer T u rn -E x it Device, 
analogous to  th e  T ag-Positioned R esponse S olic ita tion , o r is p o in tin g  to  
th e  inadequ acy  o f  th e  in itia l response an d  a tte m p tin g  to  occasion som e 
revision. E qually , it  m ay  becom e unc lear as to  w h eth er rec ip ien t’s subse­
q u en t ta lk  co n stitu te s  a nex t-p osition ed , revised R esponse, in fo rm ed  by 
th e  p rio r R esponse S o lic ita tion , o r m erely  a re-positioned  R ecycle, 
occasioned by, b u t m arking th e  inconsequence  o f  som e in terven ing  talk .
It  appears th a t  th is  possible am b igu ity  is o rien ted  to  and m anaged b y  th e  
relative shape o f  th e  tw o  co nsecu tive ack now ledgm ent to k ens . A co p arti­
c ip an t w ho w hishes to  be seen as having been  in fo rm ed  by  th e  Post-Res- 
ponse-C om pletion  R esponse  S o lic ita tion  can p ro d u ce  a second 
acknow ledgm ent to k e n  w hich is observably  n o t th e  sam e as; i.e., n o t a 
possible recycle  of, th e  earlie r acknow ledgm en t to k e n . F u rth e r, he can 
p rod u ce  i t  so th a t  it is eq ually  observably  th e  sam e as; i.e ., is specifically  
locating , th e  im m ed ia te ly  p rio r R esponse S o lic ita tio n . T his is th e  p roce­
dure used  in  F ragm ents  (2 .2 ) an d  (2 .3).
(2.2) [Whitacre:902A:JPW:2]
L: Oh:.
(0.4)
- ]
J:
L:
(2.3) [CDHQ:II:276:r]
C:
C: r -
M: [ - ]
 I---
Yeah.
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R ough ly , th is [—] /  [+] C onfigu ratio n  o rien ts  to  th e  w eakness o f  sheer 
nex t-positionedness, and w orks to  defend  against th e  possible recognizabi- 
lity  o f  th e  second acknow ledgm en t to k e n  as a non -in fo rm ed , re-positioned  
R ecycle, an d  to  en h an ce its  s ta tu s  as an  in fo rm ed , n ex t-p o sitio ned  Res­
ponse.
I w a n t to  m ake an  observa tion  w hich, a t  th is  p o in t, stands as a possible 
m ere curio; p o ten tia lly  no  m ore  th a n  an  a rtifa c t o f  th e  cu rren t corpus.
T he tw o  instances in w hich a rec ip ien t p rodu ces th is  [—] /  [+] C onfigura­
tio n  are th o se  in  w h ich  th e  rec ip ien t is an  in cu m b en t in  th e  M em bership 
C atego rization  D evice ca tegory  ‘C h ild ’, and  th e  p rio r speaker, an incum ­
b e n t in th e  ca tegory  ‘A d u lt’.11 F u rth e r, in b o th  cases, th e  categories 
‘S tu d e n t’ and ‘T each er’ ap p ear to  be re levan t. In  F rag m en t (2 .2 ) Ja n e t is 
L a rry ’s m a th  tu to r ,  an d  in F ragm en t (2 .3 ) M arty  has been offering  advice 
ab o u t an  English L ite ra tu re  course. T h a t is, i t  ju s t so happen s th a t in b o th  
instances, th e  p a rtic ip an ts  can  be characte rized  in te rm s o f  a S up ero rd i­
n a te /S u b o rd in a te  re la tio nsh ip .
It is possible th a t  w ith  th e  use o f  th e  [ —] /  [+] fo rm a t, th e  rec ip ien t is 
specifically invoking th a t  re la tio nsh ip  as th e  acco u n t o f  his behavior; i.e., 
is recognizab ly  saying w h at he sees th a t  his su p e ro rd in a te  w ishes him  to  
say, and no m ore  th a n  th a t.
In a co nsid era tion  o f  a n o th e r  pair o f  S u p ero rd in a te /S u b o rd in a te  ca tego­
ries, M aster/S lave, H arvey Sacks p o in ts  o u t  th a t  in  th e  Pre-Civil War 
S o u th e rn  U nited  S tates, a slave was requ ired  to  agree w ith  any  u tte ra n ce  
m ade by  a m aster. O ne consequen ce  w as th a t  slaves w ere seen to  be 
“ evasive” an d  “ d e ce itfu l” . F u rth e r, “ th e re  w ere som e negative consequen­
ces fo r  th e  m asters, in  th a t  th e y  could  never fin d  o u t  w h at th e y  w an ted  
to  k n o w .” 12
T he [—] /  [+] C onfigura tio n  m an ip u la tes  sequence an d  to k e n s  to  achieve 
recognizable In fo rm ed  U p take  w ith  no ex p lic it dem o n stra tio n  o f how  th e  
prio r u tte ra n ce  was ad eq u a te  to  m ore  th a n  th e  initia l response. F u rth e r, 
it m ay  be invoking th e  S u p e ro rd in a te /S u b o rd in a te  re la tio n sh ip  as th e  
ac co u n t fo r th e  revised response. L iterally , “ W hatever y o u  say, B oss.”
If th is  co n stitu te s  a successful o u tc o m e  o f  th e  p u rsu it engaged in by th e  
P ost-R esponse-C om pletion  R esponse S o lic ita tion , it  is a m eagre one.
T he rem aining cases o f  P rom pting , including th o se  show n here, are even 
less ‘successfu l’. A  co p artic ip a n t w ho w ishes to  convey th a t  th e  p rio r 
u tte ra n ce  was indeed  in ad eq u a te  to  an y th in g  m ore  th a n  i t  in itia lly  go t, 
b u t w ho does n o t w ish to  m ove in to  active d ispu te , can p ro d u ce  a second 
acknow ledgm ent to k e n  w hich  is observably  n o t th e  sam e as; i.e., is 
specifically  n o t locating , th e  im m ediate ly  p rio r R esponse S o lic ita tion .
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F u rth e r, he can p ro d u ce  it so th a t  it is equally  observably  th e  sam e as; 
i.e., a possible recycle  of, th e  firs t ackn ow ledg m en t to k en . This is th e  
p rocedure  used in  F ragm ents  (2 .4 )-(2 .7 ).
(2.4) [BC:II:R:144J
BC: |-----------  M m hm ?
C: M r_ i  Ri8ht?BC: 1 _i_ Mm hm
(2.5) [Frankel:l:T C :I:27:S]
G: |------------ Yeah.=
S: [+ l r _ i  = R ig h t?hG: I 1 1 Yeah
(2.6) [FD :III:52]
D: |------------  Right.
C: t+i r _ i  Is th a t it?
D: I 1 J Right.
(2.7) [Rose:Fairm ount:II:6]
L: |------------ r: Right.
C: [+ ]r_ ,  Di:d she.
L: I—I—-—  Right.
R oughly , th is  [+] /  [—] C onfigura tion  relies u p o n  th e  s treng th  o f  nex t- 
positionedness to  achieve th a t  th e  second  acknow ledgm ent to k e n  is 
no t, unequivocally , th e  resposition ed  R ecycle  its  sheer rep e titio n  w ould 
o therw ise define it as. T he w o rk  d on e in th ese  cases ten d s to  reaffirm  
th e  ad eq uacy  o f an  initia l, n o -up take  response, an d  th e  inadequ acy  o f 
the  p rio r u tte ra n c e  to  a d iffe ren t o rd e r o f  response. In e ffec t, i t  is 
observably declining to  tak e  issue w ith  th e  Post-R esponse-C om pletion  
R esponse S o lic ita tio n ’s p roposa l th a t  th e  p rio r u tte ra n c e  w arran ted  
m ore th a n  a m ere acknow ledgm ent.
T hus, w hile in co m parison  to  th e  ab so lu te  zero  effectiveness o f  th e  
A bom inables, P rom p ting  can be seen as a t  least achieving som e sm all 
m easure o f  success, th e  foregoing  considera tions suggest th a t  it is a 
drastica lly  m eagre one . Having n o tic ed  th e  absence o r m eagreness o f 
success o f  th e  P ost-R esp onse-(In itia tion  o r C o m ple tion ) R esponse 
S o lic ita tions, th a t  very  no tic eab ility  can be seen as a fea tu re  o f  th e  
p henom enon . T h a t is, th is  version o f  a R esponse S o lic ita tion  is 
p rod u ced  as som eth ing  to  w hich  its rec ip ien t o u g h t to  defer, an d  w hich, 
th en , can observably  fail a t  achieving, o r can observably  achieve on ly  
m inim al deference.
A t least in p a rt, th e  observable success/failu re  derives fro m  a characteri- 
zable ac tiv ity  p e rfo rm ed  by  th e  P ost-R esp onse-(In itia tion  o r C om ple­
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tio n ) R esponse S o lic ita tion . T he  R esponse S o lic ita tion  is fu lly  occupied  
by m arking th e  p o in tedness o f  a p rio r, co m p le ted  u tte ra n ce , an d  p ro ­
posing th a t  a rec ip ien t shou ld  now  ex h ib it th a t  he has tak en  th e  p o in t 
o f th a t p rio r u tte ran ce . B ut, crucially , th e  R esponse S o lic ita tio n  does 
no th ing  w h atsoever to  exp lica te  th e  po in t o f th a t  p rio r u tte ran ce .
N ow  th is  is a ra th e r  special so rt o f  ac tiv ity , given th a t a rec ip ien t has 
ju s t co m m itted  h im self to  a response; i.e., is in  th e  course o f  proferring , 
o r has ju s t p ro ferred , th e  resu lts o f his analysis o f th a t  p rio r u tte ran ce . 
T he R esponse S o lic ita tio n  in fo rm s a rec ip ien t th a t  his response is/was 
inadequ ate , b u t provides no  fu r th e r  m aterials fro m  w hich th e  rec ip ien t 
m igh t co n stru c t an  ‘im p ro v ed ’ analysis. T he d e fec t is specifically  located  
as residing in th e  rec ip ien t’s analysis, an d  n o t  w ith in  th e  p rio r talk , w hich 
is re-offered  as ad eq ua te , as it stands.
A t b est, th e  P o st-R esp on se-(ln itia tion  o r C om ple tion ) R esponse  Soli­
cita tio n  sets u p  a guessing-gam e o r te s t. A t w o rs t it  co n stitu te s  a 
co m plain t o r reb u k e ; i.e., an  insistence th a t a co p artic ip an t behave 
d ifferen tly , w hich v irtua lly  no grounds provided fo r  revised behavior 
ex cep t th a t  th is  speaker deem s th a t  revision is called fo r. Sm all w onder 
th a t  th e  device is so m assively unsuccessful.
IV. P ost-R esp onse-(In itia tion  o r C o m ple tion ) R eco m p le tio n :
A n  A lte rn ative
It tu rn s  o u t th a t  th e re  is an  alte rnative  ty p e  o f p u rsu it device, one  w hich 
m ay o r m ay n o t be ‘successfu l’ in  th e  in te rac tio n a l te rm s  o f  th e  R esponse 
S olic ita tions, b u t o n e  w h ich  does n o t in th e  f irs t p lace op e ra te  in those  
term s. T his a lte rn a tiv e  ty p e  o f p u rsu it device o pe ra tes  in te rm s o f a 
tu rn -tak in g  o rgan izatio nal p rocedu re  w hich has as its firs t-o rder obser­
vable task  th e  sheer co m ple tio n  o f an  u tte ra n ce  in progress.
T his device can o p e ra te  fo r an  u tte ra n ce  w hich  in fa c t has n o t reached  
co m ple tio n  w hen response is in itia ted . (In  th e  in te rests  o f  econom y, 
th is p h eno m eno n  will n o t be  considered  here .) I t  can also op e ra te  fo r  an 
u tte ra n ce  w hich had achieved co m p le tio n  p rio r to  in itia tio n  o f  response, 
b u t w h ich  is re troac tive ly  ex h ib ited  to  have been inco m p le te  and  th u s  
p o ten tia lly  response-inadequate  a t th e  p o in t th a t  a response was in i­
tia ted . T h e fo llow ing  exam ple  m ay serve as a p ro to -ty p e .
(4.1) [BA/Core:I : RD : 3 2]
Marcus: Uh incidentally how many people, are in this A Program.
Ed: Oh God I don’t  know I can uh
Marcus: Well 1 mean is it a m atter of, at any one time a few
dozen, a few hundred,
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Ed:
BUI:
Bill:
Ed:
Bill:
-*■ 1 would say what, two orrth ree hundred Bill?
Luh,
-*■ I would rsay,
-> ^statewide?
1 would say, statewide, app-between two fifty and three
hundred.
T h e P ost-R esp onseT nitia tion  R eco m p le tio n  specifically  provides m a­
terial via w hich th e  rec ip ien t m igh t c o n stru c t a revised analysis o f  th e  
u tte ra n ce  in qu estio n ; th e  p o te n tia l d e fec t is lo cated  w ith in  th a t p rio r 
u tte ran ce , w h ich  is now  d isp layed  to  have been  response-inadequ ate . 
N otice in th is  case th a t  th e  P o st-R eco m p letion  response s ta rts  o u t  w ith  
a rep ea t o f  th e  in itia l response; i.e., ten d s  to  converge w ith  th e  pheno­
m enon  o f  re-positioned  R ecycling  and  th u s  m ark  th e  inadequ acy  o f  
th e  R eco m p le tio n  to  a revised response. A fte r  th e  rep e a t o f his ow n 
prior u tte ran ce , how ever, th e  rec ip ien t specifically  inco rp o ra tes  th e  
R ecom p letion  co m p o n e n t in to  his response, th u s  stro ng ly  exh ib iting  it 
to  be consequen tia l. T his p a rticu la r [+] /  [—] ->• [+] C onfiguratio n  m ay 
achieve a  d isplay  th a t  th e  rec ip ien t had  in itia lly  been  addressing ju s t 
th a t  aspect, in d e p en d en t o f  th e  P ost-R esp onseT n itia tion  R ecom pletion , 
w hile acknow ledging th e  leg itim acy , reasonableness, e tc ., o f  th e  ‘in te r- 
ru p tiv e ly ’-positioned  in fo rm atio n .
N ow , th e  leg itim acy  o f  such  a p rocedu re  can be ex p lo ited  in w ays w hich 
strong ly  resem ble b o th  A bom inables and  P rom ptings, as in th e  fo l­
low ing tw o  fragm ents, respectively .
(4.2) [LC:1:LC trans] ((re joining a coffee boycott))
Basil: -► They’ve had their worst crop and they ’re making the most
In th is  case, th e  u neasy  f i t  b e tw een  t h e y ’re m a king  th e  m o st p ro fit. 
and than  th e y ’ve ever m ade before , p rovides access to  th e  sheer ‘in ter- 
ru p tiv e ’ d e p lo y m e n t o f  th is  R eco m ple tio n  co m p o n en t. N o tice  fu r th e r  
th a t w hile “ s ta tew id e?” is a  substan tive  cla rifica tion  o r specification , 
than t h e y ’ve ever m ade b e fo re  is a t  best a  S im ulacrum . I t has th e  fo rm , 
b u t n o t th e  su bstance  o f  ‘ad d itio n a l in fo rm a tio n ’. N o te , as well, th a t  
th is  A bom inab le  use o f  th e  R eco m p le tio n  device is as unsuccessfu l as 
is th e  A b om inab le  R esponse S o lic ita tio n ; i.e., th e  co p artic ip an t sim ply  
goes on w ith  his ‘in te rru p te d ’ u tte ran ce .
irofit.
Milt:
Basil:
Milt:
Milt: I th ink th a t coffee bothers me.
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(4.3) [NB:II:4:4] ((Nancy has m et a man who lives up north and who has
entree to  officer’s clubs down south, where Nancy lives.))
Nancy: And apparently he just simply hasn’t, been, interested
Tin,
Emma: LMmhm,
Nancy: doing, a lo t o f dating, and, he said now 1 might have
a, a reason to , you know .rget down there.
Emma: I  Gee wouldn’t  that be nice?
Nancy: Yah he said they really treat you real nice.
Emma: -* Well goo: :d.
Nancy: -* at those places.
Emma: -> Oh:: I’m glad.
In th is  case, th e  P rom p t-like  P ost-R esponse-C om pletion  R ecom pletio n  
a t th ose  places  (again, a  S im ulacrum ), gets a revised, an d  m arked ly  
‘responsive’ Oh:: I ’m  glad. (Cf. F ragm en t 3.8 Oh y a h  and  F ragm ent
3 .10 Oh w o :w .)  H ow ever, th e  P rom pt-e lic ited  response  is u tte rly  
equivocal in  te rm s  o f  a tak ing  o f  th e  p o in t o f  th e  p rio r u tte ran ce .
It appears  th a t  th e  P rom p t-like  R eco m ple tion  is in aid  o f  som e ra th e r  
to u c h y  d isam biguation . R ough ly , th e re  are  tw o  converging alternatives. 
O ne is C ircum stan tia l an d  3rd -party  assessable (i.e ., how  nice fo r  him ); 
th a t  he m igh t have a reason  to  g e t d ow n  there  ( to  th e  locale o f th e  
o ffice r’s clubs). T h e  o th e r  is R e la tio n a l and 2 n d -p a rty  assessable (i.e ., 
how  nice fo r  y o u ); th a t  he m igh t be asking N ancy  o u t on  dates. T he 
fo rm er a lte rn a tiv e  is ac tualized  in an  u tte ra n ce , b u t th a t  u tte ra n ce  is 
overlapped b y  a response to  w h at cou ld  well be a p ro jec tio n  o f th e  
la tte r  a lte rn ative. T h a t is, Gee w o u ld n ’t  th a t be n ice? w hich overlaps 
g e t d o w n  there, m igh t well be  assessing som eth ing  like start dating  
~again. T hus, th e  assessm ent m igh t co n stitu te  an undesireab le  R elational 
how -nice-for-you w hen w h at is being p rop o sed  is a C ircum stan tia l how- 
nice-for-him .
T hus, th e  P ost-R esponse-C om pletion  R eco m p le tio n  a t th o se  places 
m ay be a second a tte m p t to  e lic it a response w hich ex p lic itly  locates 
and addresses th e  C ircum stan tia l, 3 rd -party  assessable overlapped  a lte r­
native, e.g., som eth ing  like Oh he really sh o u ld  g e t d o w n  there. While 
th e  P rom p t-e lic ited  response charm ingly  resolves th e  fo r-h im /fo r-y o u  
dilem m a w ith  ‘h ow  nice fo r  m e’ (i.e ., O h :: I 'm  glad), it no  m ore  ex­
plicitly  tak es  th e  pursued  p o in t th a n  do th o se  ackn ow led gm en t to kens  
w hich fo llow  th e  P rom p ting  R esponse S o lic ita tions.
A fea tu re  w hich distinguishes P ost-R esp onse-(In itia tion  o r C om ple tion ) 
R eco m ple tio n  fro m  P ost-R esp onse-(In itia tion  o r C o m ple tion ) R esponse 
Solic ita tion , th e n , is th a t  th e  syn tac tic  s tru c tu re  w ith  w hich th e  R e­
co m pletio ns are  fo rm a tte d  is capable  o f  carry ing  various ty p es  o f  in-
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fo rm atio n  (as in F ragm ent 4 .1) w hich can engender a sh ifted  response, 
or a t  least o f  carry ing in fo rm atio n  sim ulacra (as in F ragm ents 4.2 an d  
4 .3 ) w hich can a t  least occasion  an d  w arran t a sh ifted  response.
In e ith er case, th e  R eco m ple tio n  can provide th a t  th e  revised response, 
should  it occur, is n o t observably  a repair o f an in adequ a te  p rio r res­
ponse, b u t co n stitu te s  a n e x t relevant ac tiv ity ; a response  occasioned 
by som e new  in fo rm atio n . Indeed , if an y th ing , th e  ‘fa u lt’ is located  in 
th e  p rio r u tte ra n ce , w hich, a lth o ug h  it was response-inadequate , gave th e  
appearance o f response-readiness.
On occasion, we fin d  a m uch  m ore  in te resting  task  being u n d ertak en  
by a Post-R esponse R eco m p le tio n . R ough ly , th e  p rio r u tte ra n ce  is n o t 
being ‘cla rified ’, b u t, u n d er th e  auspices o f  ‘ad d itio na l m ateria ls’, a 
drastic sh ift is achieved; th a t  sh ift engendered  by  an d  responsive to  in­
fo rm atio n  available in th e  response now  underw ay .
T hat is, it appears th a t  som eth ing  is said in fu ll ex p ec ta tio n  o f  a pa rticu lar 
sort o f  response. T he subsequen t response is n o t w h at was ex pected .
But it is n o t tre a te d  by  a p rio r speaker as in ad equ ate  to  th e  u tte ran ce . 
R ather, it is tre a te d  as in form ative. T he resu lt is a R eco m ple tion  co m po­
nent w hich m ay ra th e r  drastica lly  a lte r th e  so-far th ru s t  o f th e  prior, 
co m pleted  u tte ra n ce ; th a t  a lte ra tio n  accom plished  as a syn tac tica lly  
co h eren t n ex t co m p o n en t o f  a still-ongoing u tte ra n ce , such th a t, a t its 
end, th e  u tte ra n c e  tu rn s  o u t to  be be w h at th e  rec ip ien t was obviously  
m aking o f  it. Follow ing  is a m ost obvious instance.
(4.4) [SBL:2:1:7:7]
Bea: I ’m reading a bu- some of our conversation made me think,
I’m reading one of uh Harold Sherman’s books.
Maude: Mm hm,
Bea: I think we read one, one time, about life after death or
something,
Maude: Mm hm,
Bea: And uh this is How To Make uh E.S.P. Work For You.
Maude: Mm hm,
Bea: ->■ And it’s excellent.
Maude: -» Well, when you get throughrw ith it,
Bea: -> I- And he talks about=
Maude: -» =Is it your book?
Bea: No, Eloise uh brought it by . . .
In th is  case, a rec ip ien t appears to  be sh o rtcu ttin g  a recognizable O ffer 
Sequence. R ecu rren tly  such a sequence is p ro du ced  over a series o f 
moves in w hich an ob jec t is in tro du ced , p ro m o ted , and  eventually  
exp lic itly  o ffered . H ere, in w h at m ay  co n s titu te  a d isplay o f  in tim acy  
and un d erstand ing  o f  w here th e  sequence is leading; i.e., a display o f  th e
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betw een-us-dispensability  o f a fo rm al ‘o ffe r’ co m p o n en t, th e  rec ip ien t 
provides accep tance  a fte r in tro d u c tio n  an d  p ro m o tio n  (i.e ., in th is  case, 
a fte r th e  b o o k  is nam ed  an d  th e n  assessed as exce llen t), b u t  in th e  
absence o f  an  ex plicit, fo rm al, ‘o ffe r’ co m p o n en t. T h e a tte m p t a t an 
in tim a te  d ispensing o f  th e  fo rm alities  tu rn s  o u t  to  be a m isapprehension ; 
i.e., th is  was n o t an  o ffe r  sequence , b u t som eth ing  like a reco m m en d ation . 
As it happens, th e  speaker is n o t in a position  to  o ffe r th e  b o o k ; it  is n o t 
hers to  lend, in th e  firs t place.
A nd in th is  case, a t  th e  p o in t w here it becom es unequivocally  clear th a t  
an accep tance-o f-an -o ffer is underw ay , a Post-Response-1 n itia tio n  R e­
co m pletio n  is dep lo yed ; o n e  w hich  u tte r ly  d isa tten d s  th e  acceptance-in- 
progress and  sim ply goes on  to  describe th e  b oo k . N o sooner is th e  R e­
com pletio n  in itia ted , th e n  th e  rec ip ien t m oves to  ex h ib it an  u n d ers tan ­
ding o f  its  im po rt, w ith  Is it  y o u r  b o o k  ?
In th is  case, th en , an  u tte ra n ce  w hich m igh t on  f irs t inspec tion  be seen 
as a ra th e r rude ‘in te rru p tio n ’, tu rn s  o u t to  be deep ly  sensitive to , and 
in fo rm ed  by , a m isguided d isp lay  o f  in tim acy  via a m isund erstand ing  o f 
w h at th e  p rio r ta lk  w as doing. F u rth e r, th is  fragm en t show s us th a t  co- 
p ra tic ipan ts  can an d  do  u tiliz e  such a p ro ced u re ; specifically , th a t  a 
rec ip ien t can see and  use th e  in fo rm atio n  prov ided  by  a Post-R esponse- 
In itia tio n  R eco m p le tion  to  revise th e ir  analysis o f th e  p rio r ta lk .
W ith th is  obvious instance  in hand , we can tu rn  to  a far m ore delicate 
interchange.
(4.5) [SBL:2:5 :9 :10]
Gloria: And I said well gosh I-I’m not gonna leave them if I don’t
w ant to,
Bea: Mm hm(hh)hh
Gloria: And, bu t uh Bea. uh my gosh it’ll- it costs a fortune to
get those big things moved overrthere.
Bea: I know , it would be,
Gloria: Uh huh, and I had a ( r  ),
Bea: '-You should uh-
Bea: -*■ Listen th a t could be a job for Terry.
Gloria: -*■ U h::. Werll he seems to be-
Bea: -*■ Ljnd his station wagon.
Gloria: -> Oh he couldn’t get them  in.
Bea: Oh, he couldn’t,
Gloria: ¡Jh uh.
Bea: Uh huh,
Gloria: U h::: I phoned to  the urn (1.0) uh (2.0) Oh I had a letter
or note form p-Peg uh Hazel.
Bea: Oh did you?
Gloria: U hrhuh, and uh
Bea: ^ What does she say.
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Gloria: Well, she uh says she was in a rest home and she was try-
making a battle to try to get on her f e e t . . .
A rou gh est sense o f th e  in te rchang e is as follow s. A suggestion is m ade, 
w hich its speaker tak es  to  be ad eq u a te  as it  stands. Specifically , w hy 
th is  pa rticu la r p a rty  is being reco m m en d ed  fo r  th e  jo b  is available in the  
sheer nam ing; no  ex p lic it acco u n t is deem ed necessary . How ever, u po n  
th e  o ccurrence  o f re c ip ie n t’s Uh::, speaker discovers th a t  rec ip ien t is 
having som e so rt o f  d ifficu lty , an d  locates th a t  d ifficu lty  as a fau lt o f  
th e  suggestion in its cu rren t fo rm ; i.e., discovers th a t  th e  acco u n t was 
perhaps n o t, a f te r  all, available in th e  sheer nam ing, b u t o u g h t to  be 
sta ted . W hereupon, th e  acco u n t is ap p en d ed  to  th e  suggestion as a 
syn tac tica lly  co h eren t n e x t co m po nen t, such th a t  th e  u tte ran ce , a t  its 
(n ex t) co m p le tio n  p o in t, will be response-adequa te.
Ju s t such a series o f ac tiv ities appears to  be occurring  in th e  fo llow ing 
fragm ent.
(4.6) [W:PC: 1:(1):41]
Katie: We w ent (•) to: uh:m : (0.2) tch ‘hh (0.6) the: uh
-* Schooner a t (•) Newtonworth Scades.
( 0 . 2)
Nan: -v E h h ::rm ::
Katie: -*■ *-out the:re.
Nan: t  hh rh
Katie: -*  LLike other si:de of Ki:rkham.
( 0 .2)  -  -  -  
Nan: yE hh::m :: t  I ’m just trying to  pla:ce it.
Here, th e  ‘search ’ \x .cm E hh::m ::  is u n d ers to o d  as m ark ing  som e d iffi­
cu lty  in locating  a nam ed  place, an d  is in te rsec ted  by  a Post-R esponse- 
In itia tio n  R eco m p le tio n ; f irs t th e  S im u lacrum  O ut the:re, an  item  w hich  
in fo rm  if n o t in substance , a tte m p ts  to  aid  in th e  search, an d  second, 
som e possib ly  usefu l in fo rm atio n , L ike  th e  o th e r  s i:de o f  K h rkh am , 
S im ilarly , in F rag m en t (4 .5 ), th e  ‘search ’ item  Uh:.-, m ay be u n d ersto o d  
as m arking som e d ifficu lty , e.g., in  locating  w hy, o f  all people, T erry  
is being reco m m en ded , an d  is fo llow ed by  th e  P ost-R esponse-In itia tion  
R ecom p letion  a nd  his s ta tio n  wagon, w hich cou ld  be useful. A nd in th is 
case, im m edia te ly  u p o n  co m ple tio n  o f th e  now -adequate  reco m m en­
da tion , th e  rec ip ien t, w ith  no  ind ica tion  o f  d ifficu lty , p rodu ces a reply, 
Oh he c o u ld n ’t g e t th e m  in.
Now  th is  sense o f  th e  in te rchang e m ay, in  fac t, cap tu re  an  achieved 
observable fo rm u la tio n  o f  th e ir  business. T h a t is, th e  p a rtic ip an ts  have 
co -constructed  a series w hich can an d  should  be u n d ersto o d  b y  reference  
to , say, an  in itia lly  in adequ a te ly  expressed , th e n  clarified  suggestion.
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B ut u n d er th e  auspices o f  th a t  achieved fo rm u la tio n , a ra th e r  d iffe ren t 
o rd er o f  business m ay be underw ay . Follow ing is a revised und erstand ing  
o f th e  in terchange.
A gain, a suggestion is o ffe red  in  w h a t its speaker tak es  to  be, as be tw een  
th ese  tw o  partic ipan ts , a p e rfec tly  ad eq u a te  fo rm , w ith  th e  acco un t 
available in th e  nam ing. T he acco u n t consists o f a co m b in a tio n  o f  R e­
la tional an d  C ircum stan tia l fea tu re s; i.e., th is  fellow  w ho happens to  ow n 
a s ta tio n  w agon stands in  such a re la tio nsh ip  to  rec ip ien t th a t  it  is 
ap p ro p ria te  fo r  he r to  en list his a i d .13 In its  cu rren t fo rm , th e  suggestion 
is ‘w e ig h ted ’ to w ard s  th e  R ela tio nal aspect.
A nd th e  suggestion, in  its cu rren t fo rm , is indeed  ad equ a te . T he prob lem  
is, it  has h app en ed  to  s tum b le  u p o n  a R ela tio nal T ro u b le ; th a t  is, w h a t­
ever th e  s itua tio n  was th a t  p rov ided  fo r  th e  tak en -fo rg ran ted  en listab ility  
o f th is  3rd p a rty ’s aid , som e d ifficu lties  seem  to  have arisen. T h a t such is 
th e  case is d iscoverable in th e  response-so-far; i.e., in th e  U h : W e [ l l \ .
As it happens, a range o f  T ro u b les  are in itia ted  w ith  various ‘d e lay ’ item s 
(e.g., long in-breaths, ‘search ’ tok ens, e tc .) plus Well. Follow ing is a 
single rep resen ta tive  instance.
(4.7) [Frankel:T C :I:l:25]
Shirley: hhh Have you guys made plans to see each other
agrain?
Geri: -*■ L'hhhhh Wedl? (0.4) t hhhh (•) U h:: :m, ( • ) 'k 'h h h h
As it looks no:W . . .  ((there are obstacles))
A nd we have already  seen th a t  w ith  very  little  ‘su bstan tiv e’ m ateria l to  
go on , co partic ip an ts  can discover w h a t th e  issue is, an d  can p resen t the ir 
analysis o f it, as in F ragm en t (4 .4 ), in w hich th e  rec ip ien t o f  a Post-Res- 
ponse-In itia tion  R eco m p le tio n  o ffers her analysis o f its  im p o rt vis-a-vis 
a reco m m en d atio n  m isapp rehended  as an offer.
In  th e  case a t  h and ; i.e., F ragm en t (4 .5), th e  p rio r speaker appears to  be 
using th e  sam e device she uses in F ragm en t (4 .4 ); i.e., given rec ip ien t’s 
response-so-far she is able to  discover th a t  th e re  is a p rob lem , an d  w h at 
it m igh t be, b u t ra th e r  th a n  presen tin g  he r analysis o f  it, she m oves to  
forestall its  em ergence. W hile in F rag m en t (4 .4 ) A n d  he ta lks abo u t... 
sim ply d isa tten d s th a t  an  accep tance-o f-an -o ffer is u nd erw ay  and  goes 
on w ith  a descrip tio n  o f th e  boo k , in F ragm ent (4 .5 ) and  his s ta tion  
wagon  reverses th e  w eighting  fro m  R ela tio nal to  C ircum stan tia l. I t  b o th  
accou n ts fo r  th e  suggestion as in no  w ay addressing w h at has tu rn e d  o u t 
to  be a R ela tio nal T ro u b le  (m o st grossly , th is  speaker is n o t  to  be seen 
as doing som e delicate  snoop ing  by  suggesting th is  3rd p a rty , the reb y ,
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e.g., checking o u t  som e in fo rm atio n  she had g o tte n  elsew here), an d  per­
m its ju s t th e  so rt o f  C ircum stan tia lly -based  re jec tio n  it subseq uen tly  gets. 
In effect, and  his s ta tio n  w agon  p roposes th a t  th e  stum b led -up on  T ro ub le  
was ju s t th a t;  it was n o t being inqu ired  in to , and it need n o t be to ld .
R ecip ien t, w ho has hesitan tly  em barked  o n  a R elationally -based  rejec tion  
of th e  suggestion, now  siezes th e  o p p o rtu n ity  to  p rod u ce  a C ircum stan­
tially-based re jec tio n , ab o rtin g  th e  possible T roubles-telling . T h a t is, 
w hatever Uh::, W ell he seem s to  be- was develop ing in to , is ab andoned .
T he sub seq uen t ta lk  is co ngruen t w ith  th is  analysis. T h a t ra th e r de tailed  
and len g thy  co n sid era tio n  will n o t be p resen ted  here. R ough ly , it appears 
th a t once  th e  s tu m b led -u po n  ch aracte r o f  th e  T ro u b le  and  possible snoop  
aspect o f  th e  R elatio nally -w eigh ted  suggestion have been rem edied, a 
n ego tia tio n  is u n d e rtak e n  as to  w h eth er th e  T ro u b le , now  having arisen, 
shall in fac t be to ld . Over a series o f  m oves th e  resu lt is th a t  th e  T ro ub le  
rem ains u n to ld , and  th e  in te rru p te d  to p ic  o u t  o f w hich th e  T ro ub le  
em erged (co n tin u a tio n  o f  w h ich  m igh t p rovide fo r  its re-em ergence) is 
ab ando ned  fo r  o th e r  m a tte rs  en tire ly .
Again, th e n , an  u tte ra n c e  w hich on  f irs t in spec tion  m igh t ap pear to  be a 
ra th e r rude  ‘in te rru p tio n ’ tu rn s  o u t to  be deep ly  sensitive to , and  in fo rm ed  
by, th e  shape o f  a response-so-far.
V. P ost-R esp onse-(In itia tion  o r C om ple tion ) R esponse S o lic ita tio n  and 
R eco m ple tio n  as S ystem atic  A lternatives
T he foregoing co nsidera tions suggest th a t  n o t  on ly  are Post-R esponse 
R ecom pletion s d istinctive fro m  Post-R esponse R esponse S o lic ita tions in 
th e  capacity  o f  th e  fo rm er to  engender o r occasion-and-w arran t a sh ifted  
response by  provid ing ad d itio na l in fo rm atio n  o r sim ulacra th e reo f, b u t in 
th a t  th e y  can ex h ib it a sensitiv ity  to , an d  respond  to  th e  im p o rt of, an 
unfavorab le  response-in itia tion . T ha t is, n o t on ly  can a p rio r u tte ra n ce  be 
‘cla rified ’, b u t it can be u tte r ly  revised by  reference  to  th e  ch aracte r o f 
th e  response.
It is th is  p o te n tia l in fo rm ation -richness an d  flex ib ility  w hich sharply  
distinguishes th e  R eco m p letion s fro m  th e  R esponse S o lic ita tions. T he 
la tte r  are fu lly  o ccup ied  by  m arking th e  p o in tedness o f a p rio r u tte ran ce , 
ne ither ‘c larify in g’ n o r  ‘revising’ by  reference  to  an  un favorab le response, 
b u t ra the r, placing th e  b u rd en  o f  change fu lly  on  a m arked-as-offending 
recip ient.
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It appears th a t these  sharp ly  d iffe ren tia ted  m e tho ds fo r dealing w ith  an 
unfavorab le  response s tand  in a lte rn a tio n  to  each o th e r, in tw o d iffe ren t 
senses. O ne is A ggregate-D istribu tional, th e  o th e r, Sequentia l.
As to  th e  A ggregate-D istribu tional sense o f  ‘a lte rn a tiv e ’; across th e  
cu rren t co llec tion  o f  conversations, th e re  is a skew ed d is trib u tio n , m ost 
d ram atica lly  w ith  regard  to  th e  R esponse S o lic ita tio n  R ight?. This item  
show s u p  rep ea ted ly  an d  in  its various position s (Tag, Post-G ap, Post- 
R esponse-C om pletion  (P rom pting ) an d  th e  rare P ost-R esp onse-ln itia tion  
A bom inables) in several substan tia l sets o f conversations, and abso lu te ly  
never occurs, in  an y  o f  its  positions, in o th e r  eq ually  su bstan tia l sets. 
M ost rough ly , then , w hatever w o rk  R ig h t? in its  various positions can do, 
we find  th a t  w hole co rpuses o f  conversation  m anage p e rfec tly  well 
w ith o u t it.
F u rth e r, in one co rpus, several hou rs o f  fo rm al nego tia tions, th e re  is a 
single occasion on  w hich R ig h t? is b ro ug h t in to  play. A nd th a t is in the  
final reco rded  session, ju s t as th e  nego tia tions are  beginning to  break 
dow n and  overtly  be lligeran t ta lk  is beginning to  occur. Follow ing is a 
condensed  version o f  th e  m aterials.
(4.8) [BA/Core:V:63-66: Condensed Not to be used for Analysis]
Ed: And the only thing that we have had, was this whole
question, of all the different kinds of statistics that 
-> uh [Name of Organization] decided that we, damn well had 
to give them . N ow rthis is where we stand.
Marcus: L Alright now,
Marcus: Basically then, the three major things that uh we’re
concerned with, is good faith, on the part of seach other.
-*■ Right?
Ed: -*■ Ri:ght,
Marcus: The second thing th a t we’re concerned with, there is an
issue, on, (0.3) providing statistical data.
Ed: -> Right,
Marcus: And the third thing, is the, acknowledgment, of an
agreement.
( ): ((sigh))
Marcus: -*■ between the groups. Right?
( pause )
Ed: Let me point ou t th a t after the demonstrations up on
Martindale Street. There was no agreement signed,
Barton: -> Listen I’m sick and tired of going through this same
discussion. meeting after meeting . . .
W hile th e  d ep lo y m en t o f  R ig h t? is designedly inoffensive (in  th e  in­
terests  o f eco no m y  a d e ta iled  analysis will n o t  be show n here), th e  fac t 
th a t it is b ro ug h t in to  p lay  a f te r  hou rs o f neg o tia tio n  in w hich it was n o t
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used, an d  occurs ju s t  as b reakd ow n  is un d erw ay  (specifically , fo llow ing 
th e  belligeran t th a t w e dam n  w ell had  to  g ive th e m  and  itse lf fo llow ed  by 
L is ten  I ’m  sick a n d  tired ...)  p o in ts  to  (1) a so rt o f w o rk  R ig h t? and  o th e r  
R esponse S o lic ita tio ns m igh t be regularly  engaged in; i.e., invoking th e  
presence of, o r p o te n tia l fo r hostile  in te rac tio n , an d  (2) th e  o th e r  sense in 
w hich  th e  p o te n tia lly  rich  an d  flex ib le  R eco m ple tio n s  s tand  in a lte rn a tio n  
to  R esponse S o lic ita tion s; i.e., S equentia lly .
T h a t is, m ost rough ly , a range o f R esponse S o lic ita tions m ay occur w hen, 
o r u po n  th e ir  occu rrence  p ropo se  th a t, o th e r  m e th o d s  have been tried  and 
have failed , and  now  ra th e r  m o re  d ras tic  m easures are  w arran ted .
A review o f tw o  fragm en ts  show n as instances o f  A bom inables an d  one 
show n as an  instance  o f  P rom p ting , yields a c learly  serial re la tionsh ip  
betw een  th e  tw o  ty p es  o f  p u rsu it; i.e., be tw een  P ost-R esponse R esponse 
S o lic ita tions an d  Post-R esponse R ecom pletion s. In each o f th e  th ree  frag­
m ents, ju s t p rio r to  th e  R esponse S o lic ita tion  (see arrow s 3) th a t  speaker 
has used  th e  device o f  Post-R esponse R eco m ple tion  (see arrow s 2).
( l . l .b )  [Br.Prl.2.JPB:Free Translation]
H errB.: 1 -> if all day long from morning to evening and through the
night ( hh) [I  kneel and pray.
FrauB .: L( )
Frau B.: -*■ Yea^h, w ellrl have ( )
H errB .: 2 -> '-and make anui::sance.=
FrauB .: -> =Whuddiyuh mean 1 kneel andrpray.
H errB .: 3 -9- L Right?
(1.7) [AdatO:VI:4-6]
Jay: Just a little b it away from the San Carlo Opera house,
1 -*■ about a half a block, is- the- the pah- Pallazzo 
Rayarteh,
Tony: -+ Uh huh,
Jay: 2 -*■ The Royal Palace.
Tony: -> The Royal Parlace.
Jay: 3 -*■ '-Ri:ght?
(2.3) [CDHQ:II:276:r]
Marty: 1 -> we’re right up here.
Craig: -> Yeah,
Marty: 2 -> on:: four six six two Parkin-Parkinson. Right around
therre .
Craig: -*■ Yeah.
Marty: 3 -> Bight?
84
In each case an  initia l p u rsu it (arrow s 1) is m e t w ith  an  unfavorable 
response, w h ereup o n  p rio r speaker p roduces a p o te n tia lly  useful R e­
co m p le tio n  (in  F ragm en t 1.1 an d  m a ke a nui::sance  w hich brings hom e 
th e  p rac tical consequences o f th e  p rio r-nam ed ac tiv ities, in F ragm ent 
1.7 th e  possib ly  he lp fu l tran s la tio n  fro m  Ita lian  to  English, an d  in  F rag­
m en t 2.3 th e  address-specifica tion  w hich serves as an ad d ition a l m easure 
o f ex pertise ). In  each case th e  possib ly  usefu l R ecom p le tion , w hich 
m igh t occasion  a sh ift in  response-type , is m e t w ith  unfav orab le  response 
(in  F rag m en t 1.1 th e  belligerant W huddiyuh  m ean I kn e e l and  pray, in 
F ragm en t 1.7 th e  non-place-recognizing rep e titio n , an d  in F rag m en t 2.3 
an o th e r m ere ackn ow led gm en t to ken ). I t  is th en , and  perhaps specifi­
cally, designedly-recognizably  ‘on ly  th e n ’; i.e., u p o n  th e  failure o f  tw o  
p rior a tte m p ts  to  elic it a favorab le response, th a t  th e  non-in fo rm ative, 
recip ient-b lam ing, possib ly  hostilities-im plicative R esponse-S olic ita tion  is 
dep loyed .
In th ese  fragm ents, th en , th e  use o f th e  Post-R esponse R esponse Solici­
ta tio n  m ay be system atically -observab ly  w a rran ted  b y  reference  to  th e  
local co n te x t in  w h ich  it  occurs. It is an  N th  in  a series o f  events. In  th is  
regard, F ragm en t (1 .4 ) becom es in teresting .
(1.4.b) [Br.Prl.2.1.r:Free Translation]
Dr. F.: ( ) I understand (0.8) ( ) th a t you’re
no t feeling very well.
Frau B.: Yea: :h well th a t is r t  h e opinion-i
Dr. F.: LIs th a t correc-Jt?
This fragm en t consists o f  th e  opening  m om ents  o f  an  in tak e  interview  
a t a p sych ia tric  hosp ita l. F o r  th e  purposes o f  th is  co n sid era tion  I am  
assum ing th a t  th e se  tw o  p a rtic ip an ts  are  u n a cq u a in ted ; th a t  th is  fragm ent 
catches th e  early  m o m en ts  o f  th e ir  com ing in to  a s ta te  o f  in te rac tio n . In  
such a c ircu m stance , th e  im m ediate  d e p lo y m en t o f  w h at m ay  recu rren t­
ly co n stitu te  an  N th -and-A lte rna tive P ursu it Device (in  th is  case, the  
p sy ch ia tris t’s Is th a t co rrec t?) is o f  pa rticu lar in te rest. F u rth e r, it m ay 
be ch aracte rized  as observably  w arran ted .
In th e  b rie f co nsid era tion  o f F rag m en t (4 .4 ) it  was n o te d  th a t  while 
som e co nven tional sequences are  recu rren tly  p e rm itted  to  p lay  o u t fu lly , 
th e y  can be sh o rtcu t. T h a t is, one  needs on ly  a ‘p a r t ’ to  see th e  shape 
o f th e  w hole, an d  to  resp on d  th e n  an d  th e re . A nd in th e  co nsiderations 
o f p rio r sp eak er’s ac tiv ities in F ragm ents  (4 .4) an d  (4 .5 ) it  was n o ted  
th a t  u p o n  th e  discovery o f  som e em erging p rob lem , m oves can be m ade 
to  fo res ta ll its developm en t. R ough ly , then , in  F rag m en t (1 .4 ), th e  
un favorab le response m ay  be then -an d -th e re  seen, n o t  as an  ap p ro p ria te ,
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locally -generated  answ er to  th e  p rio r question , b u t as a fu lly  ad eq ua te  
index  and  p rem o n ito r  o f p red ic tab le , ch ron ic  belligerance; i.e., as an  in fo r­
m ative ‘p a r t’ o f a specifiable w hole.
N ow , it is one th ing  to  m ake such a fo rm u la tio n  o f  a c o p a rtic ip a n t’s ac ti­
vities, an d  an o th e r  to  m ake such a m ove as has been  d on e here. F o r one, 
th e  im m edia te  m ove to  an  o therw ise  N th -and-A lte rna tive  device can in­
fo rm  th is  rec ip ien t th a t  her ac tiv ities are being m o n ito red  in ju s t such 
te rm s; i.e., as an  index  o f  belligerance. A nd in th a t case, we have here an 
analogy o f th e  so rt o f in tim acy-d isp lay  m en tio n ed  by reference to  F rag­
m en t (4 .4 ); a d isplay  th a t  such a s itu a tio n  holds th a t  b o th  parties can be 
tak en  to  u n d ers tan d  each o th e r  p e rfec tly  well, w ith o u t need o f  such 
‘fo rm a litie s’ as th e  p laying o u t o f  an  e lab o ra ted  sequence via w hich th e  
s ta tu s  o f som e ac tiv ity  becom es fo rm ally  ex p lica ted . In  effect, a diagnosis 
has been achieved, an d  th a t  it  has been achieved has been conveyed to  the  
cand ida te  p a tie n t.14
F u rth e r, th e  d e p lo y m en t o f  th e  Post-Response-1 n itia tio n  R esponse So li­
cita tio n  m ay o ffe r th e  rec ip ien t an o p p o rtu n ity  to  re-open th e  negotiations 
by p rodu cing  a d isplay  o f ex trao rd in a ry  doc ility . T h a t is, w ere she to  do 
w hat, a t least in th e  cu rren t co rpus is never do n e ; i.e., o u t o ff  her response- 
in-progress an d  ex h ib it a tte n tio n  to  th e  R esponse S olic ita tion , she could  
show  th a t  th e  im p o rt o f  th e  R esponse S o lic ita tion  has been u n d ersto o d , 
an d  th a t her behavio r is m od ifiab le  by  re ference  to  such an  und erstanding . 
As it happens, she does w h at ev erybody  does; i.e., co n tinues her response- 
in-progress, v irtua lly  u n in te rru p ted . By doing  w h a t an y b o d y  w o uld  do, 
b u t doing it in these  ra th e r  special circum stances, she m ay be seen as 
confirm ing th e  diagnosis w h ich  m ay resu lt in her being tak en  on  as a 
pa tien t.
T hus, we have com e full circle. A device w hich was in itia lly  characterized  
as g ra tu ito usly  n asty  tu rn s  o u t to  be, a t  least in som e m aterials, clearly 
available as a ‘last re s o r t’ a f te r  a series o f  m ilder a tte m p ts  to  achieve th e  
ob jec t o f  a p u rsu it (and  its  ‘f irs t re so r t’ usage in F ragm en t 1.4 suggests 
o th e r  in te resting  w ays in w hich  it m ay be w arran ted  an d  non -g ra tu itously  
used). A nd, w hile in sheer tu rn -tak in g  te rm s th e  device appears to  be 
u tte r ly  ineffec tive, it  m ay  w arn  a rec ip ien t th a t his activ ities are 
d isapproved of. W hile recu rren tly  such a w arn ing  m ay be no  m ore  th a n  a 
m o m en ta ry  p ique, subm erged  in  su bseq uen t ta lk , th e re  can be occasions 
w hen it has en o rm ou s, if  n o t im m edia te ly  ap p aren t, consequence.
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Notes
1 The equal-sign [=] indicates no break in continuity.
2 For considerations of Well as an ‘unfavorable’ response, see, for example, 
Harvey Sacks, Fall 1967 Lecture 13, page 16, and Anita Pomerantz, 
Agreeing and Disagreeing with Assessments: Some Features of Preferred/ 
Dispreferred Turn Shapes, MS, 1976.
3 For a consideration of Continuers, see Harvey Sacks, Spring 1971 May 24, 
pages 1-5.
4 For a consideration of Turn-Exit Devices, see Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson, 
A Simplest Systematics for the Organization of Turn-Taking for Conver­
sation, in Language, Vol 50, No 4, 1974, page 718 Section (c).
5 See Anita Pomerantz, Compliment Responses, in J. Schenkein (ed.), Studies 
in the Organization o f Conversational Interaction, Academic Press, Inc.,
New York, 1978, pages 88, ff.
6 Pomerantz notes: “ Recipients of praise are subject to  self-praise avoidance, 
or modesty constraints.” See “Compliment Responses” , ibid, page 96. She 
goes on to  exhibit instances o f ‘m odesty’ as “an achievement” , page 110, 
footnote 13.
7 A nthony Wootton and Paul Drew, University of York (private communi­
cation).
8 Note that overlapped speakers can and do cu t o ff immediately upon onset 
o f overlap. For example:
(a) [JG :I:8:5]
Marge: -»■ Now this is your private number Mister Hai-n-
Hanson: '-No: th a t’s...
(b) [SBL:2:1:8:3]
Faye: You know, depending on w hat you eat,
Bea: -> Well, r  t-
Faye: L j don’t like to  get in a flap about it, but...
9 John Heritage of the University of Warwick argues about Oh, that “the 
particle is used to  propose th a t its producer has experienced some kind of 
change in his or her locally current state of knowledge, information, 
orientation or awareness.” See A ‘News’ Receipt Token and its Placement 
in some Sequential Environments, a paper presented at a Sociology 
Language Group meeting, University of York, December, 1979.
10 Throughout his lectures, Harvey Sacks stresses the powerful relevance of
next-positionedness. See, for example, Fall 1967 Lecture 13 pages 4-11,
Fall 1967 Lecture 14, pages 15-18, and Fall 1971 Lecture 2, pages 5-8.
He notes the particular relevance o f next-positionedness for acknowledg­
m ent tokens, which are understood by reference to  an immediately 
preceding unit (Fall 1967 Lecture 14, page 17).
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11 For a consideration of Membership Categorization Device categories, see 
Harvey Sacks, On the analyzability of stories by children, in J.J. Gumperz 
and D.H. Hymes (eds.), Directions in Sociolinguistics, Holt, Rinehart and 
Winston, 1972.
12 See Harvey Sacks, Winter 1970 Lecture 4, pages 21-22.
13 For a consideration of ‘relational’ categories vis-a-vis enlisting aid, see 
Harvey Sacks, The Search for Help: No One to Turn To, in E. Schneidman 
(ed.), Essays in Self-Destruction, 1967.
14 Jörg Bergmann has some interesting considerations of the rapidity with
which a decision to  accept or reject a candidate patient is made, in a paper
presented at, and to  be included in the volume generated by, the SSRC/BSA 
International Conference on Practical Reasoning and Discourse Processes, 
Oxford, July 1979.
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